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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

vs.

CLIVEN D. BUNDY (1),
RYAN C. BUNDY (2),
AMMON E. BUNDY (3),
RYAN W. PAYNE (4),

DEFENDANTS.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO. 2:16-CR-46-GMN-PAL

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA
DECEMBER 20, 2017
8:30 A.M.
COURTROOM 7C

JURY TRIAL, DAY 16

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

BEFORE THE HONORABLE GLORIA M. NAVARRO,
UNITED STATES DISTRICT CHIEF JUDGE

APPEARANCES:
FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

STEVEN W. MYHRE, AUSA
DANIEL SCHIESS, AUSA
NADIA JANJUA AHMED, AUSA
United States Attorney's Office
501 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Suite 1100
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
(702) 388-6336

(continued next page)

Court Reporter: Patricia L. Ganci, RMR, CRR, CCR 937
United States District Court
333 Las Vegas Boulevard South, Room 1334
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
PG@nvd.uscourts.gov

Proceedings reported by machine shorthand. Transcript produced
by computer-aided transcription.
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APPEARANCES CONTINUED:

For Defendant Cliven D. Bundy:

BRET O. WHIPPLE, ESQ.
JUSTICE LAW CENTER
1100 S. 10th Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104
(702) 257-9500

For Defendant Ryan C. Bundy:

RYAN C. BUNDY
PRO SE
2190 East Mesquite Ave.
Pahrump, Nevada 89060

MAYSOUN FLETCHER, ESQ.
THE FLETCHER LAW FIRM
5510 South Fort Apache, Suite 5
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104
(702) 835-1542

For Defendant Ammon E. Bundy:

DANIEL HILL, ESQ.
HILL LAW FIRM
228 S. 4th Street, 3rd Floor
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
(702) 848-5000

J. MORGAN PHILPOT, ESQ.
JM PHILPOT LAW
1063 E. Alpine Drive
Alpine, Utah 84004
(801) 891-4499

For Defendant Ryan W. Payne:

BRENDA WEKSLER, ESQ.
RYAN NORWOOD, ESQ.
FEDERAL PUBLIC DEFENDER'S OFFICE
411 E. Bonneville Avenue, Suite 250
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
(702) 388-6577
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LAS VEGAS, NEVADA; WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 20, 2017; 8:30 A.M.

--oOo--

P R O C E E D I N G S

THE COURT: Thank you. You may be seated.

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR: This is the time set for Jury

Trial, Day 16, in Case No. 2:16-cr-46-GMN-PAL, United States of

America versus Cliven Bundy, Ryan Bundy, Ammon Bundy, and Ryan

Payne.

Counsel, please make your appearances for the record.

MR. MYHRE: Good morning, Your Honor. Steven Myhre,

Nadia Ahmed, and Dan Schiess on behalf of the United States.

THE COURT: Good morning.

MR. WHIPPLE: Good morning, Your Honor. Bret Whipple

on behalf of Mr. Cliven Bundy.

THE COURT: Good morning.

MR. RYAN BUNDY: Good morning. Ryan C., madam, of the

Bundy family here by special appearance, with Maysoun Fletcher

assisting.

THE COURT: Good morning.

MR. HILL: Good morning, Your Honor. Dan Hill along

with Morgan Philpot on behalf of Ammon Bundy.

THE COURT: Good morning.

MS. WEKSLER: Good morning, Your Honor. Brenda Weksler

and Ryan Norwood on behalf of Mr. Payne.

THE COURT: Good morning.

EOR0003
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The Court has received all of the documents regarding

the motion, response, replies, sur-reply, and response to

sur-reply. And the Court is going to be providing its decision

orally to save time rather than trying to perfect a written

order.

I do want to just make a preliminary note that, as

always, please remember that it is not appropriate to express

your opinion either verbally or through body language. This is

a courtroom and not a sporting event, and any disrespectful or

distracting, inappropriate outbursts or body language will be

justification for the Court's security officers or the marshals

to remove you from the courtroom and you may not be able to

reenter the courtroom.

All right. Well, there is two different sets of

motions. The first one is Defendant Ammon Bundy's second motion

for mistrial, which is No. 2856, and also Mr. Payne's motion to

dismiss, which is No. 2883 and 2906.

(Court conferring with court reporter.)

THE COURT: All right. If the folks in the back row,

if you can't hear me at any point, please raise your hand

because I'm being told that the microphone is coming in and out.

All right. So first let's begin with the Brady legal

standard. Under Brady, prosecutors are responsible for

disclosing evidence that is both, number one, favorable to the

accused and, number two, material either to guilt or to

EOR0004
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punishment. And this is based on the United States versus

Bagley, B-A-G-L-E-Y. Evidence is material if there is a

reasonable probability that the disclosure of the evidence would

have changed the outcome of the case. A reasonable probability

is a probability sufficient to undermine confidence in the

outcome.

Because the definitions of materiality as applied to

appellate review are not appropriate in the pretextual pretrial

discovery context, the Court does rely on the plain meaning of

the evidence favorable to the accused, as discussed in Brady.

The meaning of favorable is not difficult to determine in the

Brady context. Favorable evidence is that which relates to

guilt or punishment and which tends to help the defense by

either bolstering the defense case or by impeaching prosecution

witnesses, and this is pursuant to Giglio.

The Court notes that, again, in the pretrial context it

would be inappropriate to suppress evidence because it seems

insufficient to alter a jury's verdict. And, further, the

government, where doubt exists as to the usefulness of the

evidence, is to resolve such doubts in favor of full disclosure.

And this is pursuant to U.S. v. Van Brandy, citing Goldberg.

Thus, the government is obligated to disclose all

evidence relating to guilt or punishment which might reasonably

be considered favorable to the defendant's case, citing United

States v. Sudikoff, which is a Central California case.

EOR0005
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Brady asks the question whether the evidence is

favorable -- whether evidence is useful, favorable, or tends to

negate the guilt or mitigate the offense. These are semantic

distinctions without difference in a pretextual context -- in

pretrial context. And I'm citing United States v. Acosta, a

District of Nevada case.

Therefore, when determining whether the prosecution has

violated its pretrial or trial obligations, as opposed to post

trial, the Court evaluates whether the evidence is favorable to

the defense, whether it is evidence that helps bolster the

defense case or impeach the prosecutor's witnesses, and the

evidence need not be admissible so long as it is reasonably

likely to lead to discoverable evidence. And this is citing

U.S. v. Price.

The failure to turn over such evidence violates due

process, citing Wearry v. Cain. Wearry is W-E-A-R-R-Y, versus

Cain, C-A-I-N, 2016 U.S. Supreme Court case.

Someone has a cell phone on. Please turn it off.

Thank you. Nope, it's back on. All right. Thank you.

The prosecutor's duty to disclose material evidence

favorable to the defense is applicable, even though there has

been no request by the accused, and it encompasses impeachment

evidence as well as exculpatory evidence, citing Strickler v.

Greene.

In the case of the late disclosure of favorable

EOR0006
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evidence, the Court looks at whether the evidence was revealed

in time for the defendant to make use of it, citing Bielanski v.

County of Kane. And Bielanski is spelled B-I-E-L-A-N-S-K-I.

Brady evidence can be handed over on the eve of trial

or even during trial so long as the defendant is able to use it

to his or her advantage, citing United States v. Warren,

W-A-R-R-E-N.

For claims under Brady, the prosecutor's personal

knowledge does not define the limits of constitutional

liability. Brady imposes a duty on prosecutors to learn of

material exculpatory and impeachment evidence in the possession

of other agencies as well. Brady suppression occurs when the

government fails to turn over even evidence that is known only

to police investigators and not to the prosecutors themselves,

citing Youngblood v. West Virginia, which is quoting Kyles v.

Whitley, and also Browning v. Baker.

The prosecutor will be deemed to have knowledge of and

access to anything in the possession, custody, or control of any

federal agency participating in the same investigation of the

defendant, citing United States v. Bryan, B-R-Y-A-N, Ninth

Circuit case.

Exculpatory evidence cannot be kept out of the hands of

the defense just because the prosecutor does not have it, where

an investigating agency does. That would undermine Brady by

allowing the investigating agency to prevent production by

EOR0007
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keeping a report out of the prosecutor's hands until the agency

decided the prosecutor ought to have it, and by allowing the

prosecutor to tell the investigators not to give him certain

information on material unless he asks for them. And this is

citing United States v. Blanco, B-L-A-N-C-O.

So the Brady violation has three elements. The first

is that there must be evidence that is favorable to the defense

either because it is exculpatory, helps bolster the defense, or

impeach. Number two, the Government must have willfully or

inadvertently failed to produce the evidence and, three, the

suppression must have prejudiced the defendant. And prejudice

exists when the government's evidentiary suppression undermines

confidence in the outcome of the trial. This is citing Milke v.

Ryan, M-I-L-K-E, v. Ryan, Ninth Circuit case (2013).

So the Court is now going to address each piece of

untimely evidence individually and discuss whether or not a

Brady violation has been found. First, I'm grouping together

the information relating to the surveillance camera. So there

are two specific articles here. First is the FBI Law

Enforcement Operation Order, specifically on page 7, and there's

also an FBI 302 report prepared by the FBI about an interview

with Egbert.

The Court does find that this information is favorable

to the accused and potentially exculpatory. It does bolster the

defense and is useful to rebut the Government's theory. The

EOR0008
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evidence of a surveillance camera, its location, the proximity

to the home, and that its intended purpose was to surveil the

Bundy home as opposed to incidentally viewing the Bundy home,

this information potentially rebuts the allegations of the

defendants' deceit which is repeated in the superseding

indictment numerous times, including the conspiracy count as an

overt act in allegations number 59, 84, 88, and 92 regarding

false representations that were alleged about the Bundys being

surrounded, about the BLM pointing guns at them, and using

snipers.

The Court does find that this information was provided

untimely and should have been provided by October 1st, which is

30 days before trial. The Law Enforcement Operation Order is

dated March 28th, 2014, and was available prior to the discovery

deadline of October 1st.

Now, the Court also finds that the disclosure was

willful. And, remember, it doesn't matter for this purpose

whether it's willful or inadvertent, but the Court does analyze

that and wants to provide that information to the parties. The

Court does find that it was a willful disclosure/suppression of

this potentially exculpatory, favorable, and material

information because all of the documents were prepared by the

FBI. The operation order was prepared by the FBI on March 28th

of 2014, and the FBI 302 report about the interview with Egbert

was prepared by the FBI. And it reveals that the FBI SWAT team

EOR0009
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placed the surveillance camera, repaired it, relocated it, and

that the FBI monitored the live feed from the camera.

Also, the U.S. Attorney's Office was aware of the

camera, at least the latest information based on the Ryan Bundy

interview, and did not follow-up or provide any information

about the reports or the recording that was created. "The

recording" being the notes; not a video recording in the sense

of a tape that can be replayed. But this information that was

created from the camera view was not provided. And, further,

the Government falsely represented that the camera view of the

Bundy home was incidental and not intentional, and claimed that

the defendants' request for the information was a fantastic

fishing expedition.

As to the prejudice, the Court does find that this

suppression has undermined the confidence in the outcome of the

case; that the Defense represents that they would have proposed

different jury questions for voir dire; and they would have

exercised their peremptory challenges differently; and provided

a stronger opening statement. The Court notes that Ammon Bundy

did not provide an opening statement so that would not apply to

him, but the other defendants did.

(Court conferring with court reporter.)

THE COURT: The next group is the BLM, and I have in

quotations which I realize you can't see, snipers. Whether or

not they're snipers or not, whether they're called snippers,

EOR0010
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technically snipers, or not is not the material question here.

The claims made on the -- in the superseding indictment about

the defendants falsely representing snipers is the question and

whether or not there were individuals who could have reasonably

appeared to be snipers whether or not, in fact, they were.

So here we have the FBI 302 about BLM Special Agent

Delmolino, and the FBI prepared it. That was prepared by FBI

Agent Willis and drafted March 3rd of 2015, but not provided to

the Defense until November of 2017. There was also new 302s

provided recently on December 15th of 2017. Again, these 302s

are created by the FBI. The first one is a February 9th, 2015,

302 about BLM Special Agent Felix observing the LPOP and then a

May 14, 2014, 302 report created by the FBI about BLM Racker and

whether or not he was assigned to an LPOP, Listening Post

Observation Post.

(Court reporter clarification.)

THE COURT: I'm sorry. The parties use these acronyms,

and now I have picked them up. And I apologize that I'm using

letters instead of words.

So the Court does find that this information provided

in those documents is favorable to the accused and potentially

exculpatory. It does bolster the defense and is useful to rebut

the Government's theory. For example, the March 3rd, 2015, 302

prepared by the FBI provides information regarding BLM

individuals wearing tactical gear, not plain clothes, carrying

EOR0011
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AR-15s assigned to the LPOP on April 5th and 6th of 2014, which

bolsters the defense because it potentially rebuts the

indictment's allegations of overt acts, including false

pretextual misrepresentations that the Government claims the

Defense made about snipers, Government snipers, isolating the

Bundy family and defendants using deceit and deception to

normally recruit gunmen.

This information was provided untimely. Should have

been provided by October 1st, 30 days before trial. And the

Court does find that the suppression was a willful failure to

disclose because the FBI created these documents. They were

aware of the evidence and chose not to disclose it. And they

were not provided until 11/7/17. And the AUSA, in fact, was

present during the March 3rd, 2015, interview documented by FBI

Agent Willis.

And as to the FBI 302 dated February 9th of 2015 about

Felix and the March 14th, 2014, FBI report about Racker, these

were newly provided December 15th of 2017, far after the October

1st deadline, despite the fact they were created much earlier.

The Court does find that there is prejudice; that the

suppression has undermined the confidence in the outcome of the

trial; that the Defense represents that they would have proposed

different questions for the jury voir dire, exercised their

challenges differently, and provided a stronger opening

statement. This suppression prevented the Defense from using

EOR0012
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the information about these snipers or alleged snipers or

appearance of snipers in their opening arguments. And it is

useful to rebut elements in the indictment. Therefore, the

Court finds that this information does undermine the outcome of

the case in favor of the Defense.

The next group is the unredacted FBI TOC log. The

Court does find that this is favorable information, potentially

exculpatory. It bolsters the defense and is useful to rebut the

Government's theory. More specifically, it provides information

about the family being surveilled by a camera, and specifically

lists three log entries using the word "snipers," including

snipers being inserted and that they were on standby.

This information, had it been timely provided, would

have been potentially useful to the Defense to rebut the

indictment's overt acts, specifically the allegations regarding

false pretextual misrepresentations being made by defendants

about Government snipers isolating the Bundy family. This

should have been provided by October 1st, which was 30 days

before trial, but it was not.

The Court does find that the suppression was willful.

It was a failure to disclose the information knowing that this

information existed, again, because the Government claims that

it was an inadvertent failure to disclose because the report was

kept on a thumb drive inside the TOC vehicle and was not turned

over to the prosecution team. So the "prosecution team" being

EOR0013
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the U.S. attorneys, the prosecutors.

However, the law is clear that the Government is still

responsible for information from the investigative agencies, in

this case the FBI. The FBI created the documents, was aware of

the evidence, chose not to disclose it. It was not provided

until November 17th of 2017. And the Court finds further

evidence of willfulness in the fact that the FBI 302 about Brunk

that was created by FBI Agent Pratt on April 14th of 2014

mentions a BLM sniper, but then 10 months later in February,

February 6th of 2015, the FBI -- Agent Willis drafted a new

report, a new 302 report, to clarify that Brunk had never said

he was a spotter for the sniper. And the AUSAs, the

prosecutors, were present at this later interview which was

documented specifically to be held for the purpose of clarifying

the earlier interview answers and whether or not the word

"sniper" had been used.

This coupled with the Government's strong insistence in

prior trials that no snipers existed justifies the Court's

conclusion that the nondisclosure was willful.

The Court also finds that there was prejudice and that

the suppression does now undermine the confidence in the outcome

of the trial. The Defense represents they would have proposed

different voir dire questions, exercised their challenges

differently, and provided a stronger opening statement. In

fact, the Defense specifically -- and I'm not going to quote,

EOR0014
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but specifically notes which potential jurors provided specific

answers that would have been viewed and weighted differently by

the Defense and how they would have exercised their challenges

differently. Likewise, the Defense states that it would have

created a stronger opening statement with this information had

it been timely provided.

The suppression did prevent the Defense from using the

information about the snipers in the opening statement and

rebutting elements of the indictment, and the information, the

Court finds, does undermine the outcome of the case in favor of

the Defense.

Also part of the sniper allegations is an FBI 302

prepared regarding Delmolino. This one is dated November 20th

of 2017, and the Court does not find this to be Brady. There's

also maps created during the interview, and because they were

created during the interview on the 20th and provided

immediately thereafter, the Court does not find those to be

Brady information that was untimely provided.

There were, however, maps provided on December 15th of

2017. These are maps that were in existence for dates in

question. These do appear to be Brady information. They do

appear to have been withheld willfully and they do prejudice the

Defense.

Likewise, there's a 302 about Swanson that was prepared

by the FBI. It's dated November 20th of 2017. It clarifies the
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role that was assigned to Swanson and that it was different from

that that was reflected originally in the organizational chart.

And the Court does not find this to be Brady information.

Moving on now to the subject of threat assessments.

There was a threat assessment that was provided. However, there

are numerous other threat assessment reports that were not

provided. We have the 2012 FBI BAU Threat Assessment; also 2012

Southern Nevada Counterterrorism Threat Assessment; the third

one is the March 24th, 2014, FBI order; fourth, we have the Gold

Butte Impoundment Risk Assessment; and the BLM OLES Threat

Assessment.

The Court does find that these provide information that

is favorable to the accused and potentially exculpatory. The

information does bolster the defense and is useful to rebut the

Government's theory.

Specifically, turning first to the 2012 FBI BAU Threat

Assessment. That document provided favorable information about

the Bundys' desire for a nonviolent resolution. The 2012

Southern Nevada Counterterrorism Threat Assessment noted that

the BLM antagonizes the Bundy family, giving the community an

unfavorable opinion of the Federal Government, and that they are

trying to provoke a conflict, and that the likelihood of

violence from Cliven Bundy is minimal.

The March 24th, 2014, FBI order relies on the 2012

assessment that the Bundy family was not violent, but if backed
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into a corner, they could be.

And the Gold Butte Impoundment Risk Assessment lists a

strategic communication plan to allow the BLM and the NPS, the

National Park Service, to educate the public and get ahead of

negative publicity. The failure of the BLM to implement this

plan bolsters the Defense theory that even if the information

received by Mr. Payne from the Bundy media campaign was

incorrect, that no alternative information was available for him

to discover the truth directly from the Government.

And, finally, the undated BLM OLES Threat Assessment

drafted between 2011 and 2012 discusses the nonviolent nature of

the Bundy family, quote, Will probably get in your face, but not

get into a shootout, end quote.

All of this information undermines the Government

theory and the witness testimony about whether the Bundys

actually posed a threat in relation to the 2012 and 2014 cattle

impoundment operations and whether the BLM acted reasonably. It

is both exculpatory evidence and potentially impeachment

information, and it was not provided before October 30th of

2017.

The Court does find that there was a willful failure to

disclose the information. Most, if not all, of this information

was in the possession of the FBI. It was difficult to

understand why this -- these would not be seen as material by

the Government since it was referenced in the 2014 FBI BAU that
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was timely disclosed. Therefore, this information was in the

hands of the FBI, even when it's not authored by the FBI,

because it's mentioned by the FBI in its own report.

Regardless, these documents also were requested by the

defendants in an e-mail dated July 5th, 2017, and later again

during trial and after the testimony by Ms. Rugwell. And the

Government's response was that this information was not

material.

The Court also finds that there's prejudice and that

the suppression has undermined the confidence in the outcome of

the trial. The defendant does represent that this information

would have been used to cross-examine Ms. Rugwell; that there

would have been proposed different questions for the jury voir

dire; the exercise of the peremptory challenges would have been

completed differently; and this also provides a stronger opening

statement that they were prevented from giving, using

information about snipers in their opening arguments and

rebutting elements of the indictment. And this information does

undermine the outcome of the case in favor of the Defense.

Next we have the Internal Affairs information. This

was information that originally was misidentified as being an

OIG report. This was information that came to light through

another document wherein in a meeting it is memorialized that

someone had requested -- well, that someone had noted that there

was a prior OIG report that made reference to specific
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information. And the Government has found, in fact, that it was

not an OIG report; that it was an Internal Affairs document

based on an allegation provided.

The Court does find that this information in the

Internal Affairs report is favorable to the accused; that it is

potentially exculpatory; it does bolster the defense; and is

useful to rebut the Government's theory. This particular

information -- Internal Affairs report documents that

Special-Agent-In-Charge Dan Love requested for the FBI to place

a surveillance camera. The report allegedly also suggests that

there was no documented injury to the tortoises by grazing, and

this information would have been useful to potentially impeach

Ms. Rugwell who testified that there had been a detrimental

impact on the desert tortoise habitat.

The Court also finds that this information was

willfully suppressed, despite representations by the Government

that this report was an urban legend and a shiny object to

distract the Court. The report does exist. Now, the Court does

note that the Government did provide the information, did locate

it, despite the fact that it was misnamed. The Government,

however, did know right away that it was misidentified by Dan

Love as an OIG report, which has not been explained, and it did

not explain how Dan Love knew about the Internal Affairs report.

This information, the Court finds, was available to the

Government, and even if it was inadvertently suppressed, it
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would still meet the Brady standard.

The report was 500 pages long and not disclosed until

December 8th of 2017. The Court does find that there is

prejudice to the Defense due to the late and untimely

disclosure. The suppression has now undermined the confidence

in the outcome of the trial for the same reasons previously

stated.

So, in summary, the Defense provides in their document,

which is a response to the sur-reply, No. 3027, a table of

evidence that was produced between December 12th and December

15th of 2017. Also they represent that since October 10th of

2017 the Defense has received 3,300 pages of discovery, and even

excluding the OIG reports which amount to approximately 2,000

pages, that the Defense has still had to review over 1,000

pages.

The Court does find that there are numerous other

documents which were provided timely such as the 302 created by

FBI Special Agent Gavin. This is dated November 10th of 2017

and was provided as soon as created. The same for the 302

created by the FBI regarding BLM Special Agent Scott Swanson.

That report is dated November 20th, 2017, and was provided as

soon as created. Also there is a 302 by the FBI regarding BLM

Special Agent Delmolino. That document is dated November 20th

of 2017 and was provided as soon as it was created. And there

are also FBI notes that were created in preparation for the
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testimony of Mary Jo Rugwell, and these are Jencks material.

There still seems to be outstanding discovery. I

noted, trying to match up from the different documents, that the

name of the individual who prepared the TOC log which was

requested on November 13th and again on November 14th of 2017

does not appear to have been provided. Also information

regarding the other BLM officers assigned to do security in a

car south of the Bundy house is mentioned by the FBI's 302 about

Special Agent Swanson, that information does not appear to be

provided.

But I understand that during this break information has

been provided by the Government to the Defense. So it might be

that we are not keeping up with how many --

MS. WEKSLER: Judge, so that the record is clear, that

information has been provided.

THE COURT: Thank you. That was what I was -- as I was

going through, I was thinking, Well, maybe it has been by now,

but I didn't have proof of that yet. So I wanted to make note

of it. So thank you for that representation.

So, the effect of this suppressed information. The

suppressed evidence is considered collectively; not item by

item. I did consider it item by item or subject by subject so

that I could better under -- better understand and interpret and

analyze whether it was Brady and whether it was timely provided.

In determining its materiality pursuant to Kyles v. Whitley, we
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do look at it collectively and I did try to group them.

The Defense represents that since October 10th of 2017

they have been provided this 3,300 pages of discovery; not all

of it qualifies as Brady or Giglio information. However, the

Government's failure to timely disclose the evidence reviewed by

the Court is prejudicial in light of the information's

importance to the Defense strategy. And the Court does find

that there have been multiple Brady violations.

So in fashioning a remedy for these Brady violations,

the Court does consider a number of different options. First of

all, allowing the defendant to recall the Government witnesses

that have already testified so that they have the opportunity to

impeach these witnesses with newly-disclosed information.

The Court is worried about the jury's memory and the

jury's confusion as a result of the recalling witnesses, but

recalling of witness would be an appropriate remedy. However,

the remedy would not cure the prejudice claimed by the

defendants regarding the jury voir dire questions that were not

asked, the peremptory challenges that would have been exercised

differently, and the strength of the opening statements which

could have been more unequivocal. Therefore, recalling the

prior witnesses is an impractical remedy and not sufficient to

cure the prejudice.

The second remedy that the Court analyzed is a

continuance to allow the defendants time to review all of this
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newly-discovered evidence. Again, the continuance would likely

not be sufficient of a remedy. The continuance would most

likely require a new jury to be empanelled as a result of the

delay and the length of this particular trial as opposed to in

other trial situations where a continuance would be more

appropriate.

In this case the jury was pre-vetted for a particular

amount of time, and they were amenable to making themselves

available for this amount of time. We gave them specific

parameters and calendar dates. Therefore, a continuance would

effectively lead to a mistrial. Furthermore, this does not

suffice to cure the prejudice claimed by the defendants

regarding the voir dire questions, the peremptory challenges,

and the opening statements.

The last option that the Court looks at is the mistrial

option. And the mistrial could be in this case declared both

because of the Brady violations because they are constitutional

due process violations, but also the manifest necessity

exception applies whenever the judge believes to a high degree

that a new trial is needed. And I am quoting from Chapman.

Based on evidence presented in the record and the

information determined to be a Brady violation, the Court does

regrettably believe that a mistrial in this case is the most

suitable and the only remedy that is available. In this case

the Court does find that a fair trial at this point is
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impossible with this particular jury and that a mistrial is

required to at least a high degree of necessity, quoting Arizona

v. Washington. And it is hereby ordered that the defendants'

request for a mistrial is granted based on manifest necessity.

The joinders to the motion, to Motion No. 2856, are

granted to the extent that they are requesting the same relief.

For example, Motion for Joinder 2865 is granted. There is a

Joinder No. 2907 which requests other information in addition to

the mistrial, and so that inform -- that request is not granted,

but to the extent that the joinder in 2907 asks for the same

relief, then the joinder's relief is granted. Also, there's a

Motion for Joinder No. 2925 that is granted.

There is a joinder to 2609, which is Joinder No. 2924,

and that is granted. And then there's a Motion for Joinder

No. 2916 which also supplements and provides new information.

So 2916 is granted to the extent that it requests the same

remedy as 2609; but not otherwise.

So the Court is going to call the jury back in at 1

o'clock, which is when they are scheduled to be here and ...

(Court conferring with courtroom administrator.)

THE COURT: Okay. So the jury is here now. So I will

call them in and advise them of the mistrial, thank them for --

not right now, though.

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR: Okay.

THE COURT: Sorry.

EOR0024

Case: 18-10287, 08/21/2019, ID: 11406118, DktEntry: 72-1, Page 26 of 252



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

2:16-cr-46-GMN-PAL

PATRICIA L. GANCI, RMR, CRR, CCR 937 (702) 385-0670

16-25

And thank them for their service, but first I want to

set the timeline here. So I do need briefing on whether the

mistrial should be with or without prejudice. I am going to set

a calendar call and a trial date because the Speedy Trial Act

does require that a mistrial [sic] be held within 70 days of the

declaration of a mistrial. So I will set a calendar call and a

trial date.

Aaron, do you have that?

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR: Yes, Your Honor. Calendar

call will be Thursday, February 15th, 2018, at 9 a.m. in this

courtroom, 7C. And trial will be Monday, February 26th, 2018,

at 8:30 a.m., also in this courtroom, 7C. And all trial

documents will be due Thursday, February 8th, 2018.

THE COURT: All right. So the trial is scheduled to

begin Monday, February 26th, 2018, at 8 a.m.

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR: 8:30 a.m., Your Honor.

THE COURT: I'm sorry. 8:30 a.m. And calendar call

will be February 15th at 9 a.m.

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR: Correct, Your Honor.

THE COURT: And then the parties will be given a week

to address whether the mistrial should be with or without

prejudice.

Aaron, do you have a date for that?

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR: I do, Your Honor. For the

response, that would be December 29th, 2017.
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THE COURT: All right. So end of business, 5 p.m.,

December 29th, 2017. I just need -- not having response, reply,

sur-reply back and forth. Just tell me everything you want me

to know before 5 p.m. December 29th, 2017, regarding the legal

standard I should use, the information I should consider, how I

should consider it, interpret it, analyze it, evaluate it, what

the results should or shouldn't be, any information that you

want to provide to that effect.

MS. WEKSLER: Your Honor, what I would request is

given -- I mean, the way that I'm reading the Court's ruling is

that it's following the Chapman model to decide whether

dismissal should be appropriate or not. The Court mentioned it

in terms of mistrial with prejudice which would be essentially

the same thing as dismissal with prejudice in this case.

Because the Court needs to find whether the Government has acted

with flagrant misconduct, and that is in fact the standard, we

believe that a certain number of evidentiary hearings need to

take place because that would inform the Court's decision

regarding dismissal in this case.

So we would request in addition to the briefing

schedule that's been set out for -- or excuse me -- in addition

to the calendar call and trial dates that have been set out, a

schedule for evidentiary hearings and briefing on a specific

number of matters that have -- some of which have been briefed;

some of which have not. Specifically, we have disclosures that
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have taken place regarding the Wooten memo, regarding a variety

of different things. Some of which have been briefed; some have

not, which I think would inform the flagrant misconduct prong

that the Court has to analyze in terms of dismissal.

THE COURT: All right. Well, that information can be

provided in the brief that's due December 29th, 2017. I am also

going to set a hearing.

Aaron, do you have that date?

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR: I do, Your Honor. That will

be Monday, January 8th, 2018, at 9 a.m. in this courtroom, 7C.

THE COURT: So Monday, January 8th, 2018, is the date

set for the Court to provide its either order in regards to

whether or not the mistrial should be with or without prejudice

or to conduct any other hearing, whether it be an evidentiary

hearing or oral argument hearing. And the Court will advise the

parties as soon as it receives the briefs so that it can provide

information to the jury -- to the parties so the parties can be

prepared if we need to extend the hearing date from January 8th

to a different date depending on what the Court determines.

Then we can also do that as well and consider other dates as

availability for witnesses, if witnesses need to be called.

That is not the inclination of the Court at this point.

The Court is aware that there is information that needs

to be provided about the conduct, and that's why I did go into

more detail on whether or not the Court found willful
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suppression as opposed to inadvertent suppression. As Brady

makes clear, and it's all the line of cases, in determining

whether or not there is a Brady violation, it doesn't matter

whether the suppression was willful or inadvertent. But I did

make those findings because I think that it does help to clarify

the next step of whether or not the mistrial should be with or

without prejudice.

Mr. Schiess?

MR. SCHIESS: Your Honor, the Court in its order has

described or stated a couple of items that the Court relied

upon, one, the maps that were disclosed on December 15th. We

have not had a chance to respond to those. So I'm wondering --

as well as the Court referred to the OIG/Internal Affairs

record. What I'd like to do is just to make sure that those are

part of the record so that we can use those in part with the

response, if that's permissible from the Court.

THE COURT: When you say you want to make sure that

they're part of the record, and you're asking for my permission

to do what?

MR. SCHIESS: I just want a clarification that when we

file our response or our discussion to the Court that we're able

to refer to these items as part of the basis for the analysis.

So to make sure that we -- that they're at least lodged in the

record so that we can address them.

THE COURT: Well, you have the right to file on the
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docket anything that you wish to file. But that brings up

another issue that I also wanted to address, which is that of

how much information is being filed under seal, probably under

an abundance of caution because of the protective order filed in

this case which was filed in order to protect individuals who

had been receiving threats and who the Government represented

and the Court believed were in danger of receiving more threats

if the information was made publicly available. There had

already been many instances on public media about information

regarding these individuals, and the Court did find that it was

appropriate and necessary to grant that protective order.

However, I think that there is much more information

that is being filed under seal than need be. I understand that

because this has been a flurry of information that's being

provided that it's quicker and easier and safer to just file

everything under seal. So I appreciate that, that you're being

careful and erring on the side of caution. But now that we have

more time, now that we've -- you have the Court's ruling, I am

going to ask you to go back and look at those documents that

have been filed under seal and refile them publicly with

whatever redactions need to be made more specifically.

Some of these documents were very long. So, again, I

understand why they were filed completely under seal in order to

make the deadline and not accidently divulge something. But the

practice of this Court has always been that if you need to file
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something under seal, you file it under seal, and then the part

that doesn't need to be under seal is filed publicly with

whatever redactions are necessary. So sometimes it's names of

children, some -- and this is both in criminal cases and civil

cases. You file a redacted and an unredacted copy. The

redacted copy is filed publicly, and the unredacted copy is

filed under seal so everyone can see the entirety of the

document.

So I'm going to ask the parties to go back and look at

those and refile as many of them as possible without redaction,

but some of those still may need some redaction and so that

those redactions need to be made. If there is a question as to

whether a redaction should or shouldn't be made, the parties

should be able to get-together and discuss it, and if not, then

the Court will address it.

There is a pending motion by an intervenor that the

Court did provide standing to file a motion to intervene. Did

you set a hearing date for that yet, Aaron?

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR: Your Honor, we did discuss

setting that at the exact same time as the current hearing of

January 8th. Did you still want to do that or should we do that

separately?

THE COURT: I think we can still do that. Is that a 9

a.m.?

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR: Yes, Your Honor. And, Your
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Honor, does that ruling also grant the Document No. 3018 which

is the request for hearing made by the intervenors?

THE COURT: Yes. So that request for a hearing by the

intervenors is granted, and the hearing date will be the same,

January 8th of 2018 at 9 a.m. If that hearing date changes for

any reason because of documentation provided by the defendant

and the Government in response to the question of whether or not

the mistrial should be with or without prejudice, we'll still

keep that hearing date for the intervenors' motion. So,

regardless, we'll still have a hearing on January 8th at 9 a.m.

All right. Mr. Ryan Bundy?

MR. RYAN BUNDY: Yes, I find it appropriate at this

time to modify the conditions of release; that all of the

defendants be released on their own recognizance without

electronic monitoring, only signing a promise to appear. In the

light of the Government's misconduct, and there's not been any

shown here by the Defense, that I think that conditions should

be changed. Mr. Cliven Bundy should be released. I also

believe that this greatly affects the outcome of the previous

trials and that also Todd Engel and Greg Burleson should also be

released, as well as Jerry Delemus.

THE COURT: All right. Well, I appreciate your request

and I anticipated as such. Unfortunately, the Pretrial Office

is not aware of my ruling nor is anyone. You are all the first

ones to hear it. I even saw another judge in the elevator
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today, and that judge does not know my ruling either. So the

Pretrial Office does not have this information, has not had the

opportunity to determine whether or not your request is

appropriate, but -- so I -- I believe that the correct course

here is for you to make that request of the Pretrial Office. If

they agree, they can submit it in writing for me to approve. If

they disagree, then we can set it for a hearing to determine

whether it is appropriate or not.

The point that I want to make clear here is that the

Court is not determining or making a finding in any way that the

information that was suppressed is, in fact, exculpatory or that

the defendants are, in fact, not guilty or that any of the

allegations in the superseding indictment are completely false.

That is not the Court's position. It's not my technical

position. It's not a factual decision for the Court to make.

It's for the jury to make.

To try to put it as simply as possible, the Defense has

a right to information so that it can provide it to the -- to

the jury so that the jury can decide what the facts are, who to

believe, who not to believe, how much weight to give the

evidence, what really happened, was it a crime or not. So I am

not making any decisions by finding that this information is

helpful and potentially exculpatory or potentially useful. I

believe it's very useful and very material, but that does not

mean that I am making a finding that all the allegations are
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rebutted or that the jury would have believed this new helpful

information or not. So the weight of the evidence has not

changed in my mind as to -- in regards to this particular

hearing as opposed to in the past.

So we'll go ahead now -- Aaron, you can go ahead and

bring in the jury. And we'll advise them of the change in

circumstance and thank them.

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR: All rise.

(Whereupon jury enters the courtroom at 9:28 a.m.)

THE COURT: All right. Everyone may be seated.

We're joined by the jury and we welcome them back.

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. We do appreciate you being

here. We appreciate your patience with us. There are things

that have come up, as I'm sure you assumed that there was a

continuance for some reason. And that reason being that we do

have more information that has been made available to the

parties. The Court has provided continuances to determine

whether they can have sufficient time to review that information

incorporated into the case, whether there are any other problems

that have arisen because of the information being provided later

than expected. And the Court has found that it is not possible

for us to go forward with the case having -- the parties having

received all of this information at this time.

So I apologize that I have had to declare a mistrial,

which means that we will not be going forward with this
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particular jury, with you all, for this case. It has been a

treat to have you all on this case. We have other issues with

jurors once in a while, and we haven't had any with you, even

though I think we found out on the first day that there was

about five smokers on this jury, which is sometimes a problem,

but didn't even turn out to be. You all have been very patient,

very cooperative, with all of the different doors and passages

and getting in and out of here to the smoking section, and being

kept in that little room for such a long period of time while we

talked about important things here in court.

And we really appreciate you setting aside so much of

your time to be available for this trial. We gave you the

timeline. We asked you to reschedule your life, your home life,

your work life, your duties and responsibilities so that you

could be here. Some of you had to rearrange your work

schedules, your work shifts, so that you could be available for

this trial. And we cannot thank you enough for making that

sacrifice to be able to provide the parties with a fair jury so

that they could have their decision and their case resolved.

So I do appreciate you very much. All of the parties

appreciate you very much. We are going to be considering other

issues before we decide whether to empanel another jury.

In the past, the order that I have provided to you was

that you were not to discuss this case with anyone nor permit

anyone to discuss it with you. You are now relieved of that
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requirement which means that you may discuss this case with each

other, with others. You may allow others to discuss it with

you, but it's important to note that you are not required to

discuss it with anyone if you don't want to. So if anyone asks

you any questions that you don't want to answer, that's fine.

Judge said I don't have to answer any questions I don't want to.

If you do want to answer questions, if you do want to

speak to your spouses, your work colleagues, your kids, your

neighbors about your experience, you are free to do so, but

not -- but you're not required to do so. All right?

So we'll go ahead and stand for the jury so they may go

back in the jury room and collect their things and --

MR. RYAN BUNDY: Madam?

THE COURT: Yes.

MR. RYAN BUNDY: I would just like to personally thank

them if you would allow me.

Jury, thank you for being here. I just want you to

know that I appreciate your time and your service. Thank you.

THE COURT: As do all of the individuals here

appreciate your service. The parties will be available to speak

with you if you would like to speak with them and -- and if they

want to speak with you, but you're not required to do so. We'll

make that available.

All right. So thank you very much.

A JUROR: Merry Christmas.
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THE COURT: Merry Christmas.

MR. RYAN BUNDY: Merry Christmas.

(Whereupon jury leaves the courtroom at 9:33 a.m.)

THE COURT: All right. So the Court's in recess until

Monday, January 8th, at 9 a.m.

MR. RYAN BUNDY: Madam, may ...

(Court conferring with courtroom administrator.)

MR. RYAN BUNDY: Madam, may I suggest ...

THE COURT: I'm not going to take any more information

at this time. You can provide the briefs.

MR. RYAN BUNDY: Thank you.

(Whereupon the proceedings concluded at 9:34 a.m.)

--oOo--
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LAS VEGAS, NEVADA; MONDAY, JANUARY 8, 2018; 9:28 A.M.

--oOo--

P R O C E E D I N G S

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR:  All rise.  

THE COURT:  Thank you.  You may be seated. 

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR:  This is the time set for 

the Motion Hearing regarding Documents No. 2883 and 2906, 

sealed Motions to Dismiss and Document No. 3010, Motion to 

Unseal Intervenors -- by Intervenors in Case Number 

2:16-cr-046-GMN-PAL, United States of America vs. Cliven Bundy, 

Ryan Bundy, Ammon Bundy, and Ryan Payne. 

Counsel, please make your appearances for the record. 

MR. MYHRE:  Good morning, Your Honor.  Steve Myhre, 

Dan Schiess, Nadia Ahmed on behalf of the United States. 

THE COURT:  Good morning, Mr. Schiess.  Good morning, 

Ms. Ahmed, and good morning, Mr. Myhre. 

MR. WHIPPLE:  Good morning, Your Honor.  

Brett Whipple -- as well Happy New Year to you.  Brett Whipple 

on behalf of Mr. Cliven Bundy. 

THE COURT:  Good morning, Mr. Whipple, Mr. Bundy. 

PRO SE RYAN BUNDY:  Ryan C. of the Bundy family here 

by special appearance with Maysoun Fletcher assisting and on -- 

and for the record, I reserve all right. 

THE COURT:  Good morning, Mr. Bundy.  Good morning, 

Ms. Fletcher. 
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MR. HILL:  Good morning and Happy New Year, 

Your Honor.  Dan Hill along with Morgan Philpot here on behalf 

of Ammon Bundy. 

THE COURT:  Good morning, Mr. Hill, Mr. Philpot and 

Mr. Bundy. 

MS. WEKSLER:  Good morning, Your Honor.  

Brenda Weksler and Ryan Norwood on behalf of Mr. Payne.  

THE COURT:  Good morning, Ms. Weksler, Mr. Norwood, 

and good morning, Mr. Payne. 

So before we begin, I would like to make some 

preliminary remarks just to -- 

MS. McLETCHIE:  Good morning, Your Honor.  

Maggie McLetchie -- 

THE COURT:  Oh, I'm sorry.

MS. McLETCHIE:  -- for the Intervenors Las Vegas 

Review Journal and Battle Born Media. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  Good morning, Ms. McLetchie. 

All right.  So before we begin, I just wanted to make 

some preliminary remarks to remind everyone and to set clear 

the expectations of how court will be conducted this morning.  

Please remember this is a courtroom; it is not a 

sporting event.  So it is never appropriate to make any 

expression of your opinion, whether verbally or through your 

body language, no matter how much you may agree or disagree 

with what is being said.  
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In addition, we do not allow electronic devices in 

the courtroom.  There is no audio or video recording permitted 

in the courtroom.  Therefore, only the attorneys are permitted 

to have electronic devices so that they may be able to do their 

job.  There is one paralegal -- I think I see him back there -- 

who is permitted to have an electronic device so long as the 

audio and speaker is covered. 

Do you have that with you today, sir?  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I kept it in my briefcase, 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Thank you, sir. 

So please be aware that the marshals are authorized 

to remove any individual who is seen with an electronic device, 

whether it's on or off.  Whether it's in vibrate or privacy 

mode, does not matter.  If you have the device, they will be 

able to remove you and you may not be able to re-enter.  

Likewise, if you make any distracting or inappropriate 

expressions, the marshals also have the authority to remove you 

in order to preserve the atmosphere in the courtroom.  

Now, the Court has reviewed the following briefs:  

Number 83 -- I'm sorry -- 2883 is the sealed version.  The 

public version is 3057.  The Court has also reviewed Docket No.  

2906.  The public version of that is 3058.  And the Court has 

also reviewed Documents 3082 and 3085.  The public versions of 

those documents are 3087 and 3088.  
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The Court does grant Cliven Bundy's Motion for 

Joinder, which is Number 3096. 

Now, in Payne's Motion to Dismiss, Mr. Payne's Motion 

to Dismiss, which is Number 3085, he does request that the 

Indictment be dismissed based on three possible theories: 

The first being that the case barred by the double 

jeopardy clause; the second being that outrageous government 

conduct that amounts to a due process violation justifies 

dismissal; and the third theory is that dismissal under the 

Court's supervisory power for outrageous governmental 

misconduct is appropriate. 

The Court first will address the double jeopardy 

argument. 

Double jeopardy does attach once a jury has been 

sworn.  Pursuant to United States v. Alexander, Ninth Circuit 

case decided in 1998, "If a case is dismissed after jeopardy 

attaches but before the jury reaches a verdict, a defendant may 

be tried again for the same crime only in two circumstances: 

Number one, if he consents to the dismissal, or number two, if 

the district court determines that the dismissal was required 

by manifest necessity," quoting from Chapman, Ninth Circuit 

case decided in 2008 as well as Oregon v. Kennedy, United 

States Supreme Court case decided in 1982.  Here, the Court has 

already granted the mistrial based on manifest necessity so it 

follows that the defendants may be retried under this theory.  
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However, defendant Payne argues that the Double 

Jeopardy Clause still bars retrial "where the government 

conduct in question is intended to 'goad' the defendant into 

moving for a mistrial," quoting Oregon v. Kennedy.  Considering 

what has occurred throughout the trial up to this point, the 

Court finds no evidence that the government's failure to 

disclose evidence was a strategy decision on the prosecution's 

part to abort the trial.  Rather, it appears the government has 

attempted to provide the defense with the identified Brady 

evidence in order to move forward with trial and not to 

purposely goad the defense into moving for mistrial.  

For these reasons, the Court finds the Double 

Jeopardy Clause does not bar retrial.  

Next we have the claim of outrageous government 

conduct and that a dismissal is appropriate for either -- 

either under a due process violation theory or under the 

Court's supervisory powers. 

"A district court may dismiss an Indictment on the 

ground of outrageous government conduct if the conduct amounts 

to due process violation," quoting from Simpson, Ninth Circuit 

case.  If the conduct does not rise to the level of a due 

process violation, the Court may nonetheless dismiss a case for 

outrageous government misconduct under its supervisory powers.  

So turning first to the due process violation 

allegation.  
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To violate due process, governmental conduct must be, 

and I quote, "so grossly shocking and so outrageous as to 

violate the universal sense of justice," quoting from United 

States v. Restrepo, Ninth Circuit case decided in '91, and also 

United States vs. Ramirez, Supreme Court case decided in 1983. 

Due process is not violated unless the conduct is 

attributable to and directed by the government, United States 

v. Barrera-Moreno, Ninth Circuit case decided in 1991. 

"Outrageous government conduct occurs when the 

actions of law enforcement officers or informants are so 

outrageous that due process principles would absolutely bar the 

government from invoking judicial processes to obtain a 

conviction," United States v. Archie, which is 2016 case out of 

the District of Nevada as well as United States v. Black, Ninth 

Circuit case decided in 2013 and United States v. Russell, U.S. 

Supreme Court case decided in 1973. 

Now, dismissal under this "extremely high" standard 

is appropriate only in "extreme cases in which the government's 

conduct violates fundamental fairness," U.S. v. Pedrin, 

P-e-d-r-i-n, Ninth Circuit case decided in 2015 quoting from 

United States v. Smith, Ninth Circuit decided in 1991. 

So when reviewing a claim alleging that the 

Indictment should be dismissed because the government's conduct 

was outrageous, evidence is viewed in the light most favorable 

to the government, United States v. Gurolla, G-u-r-o-l-l-a, 
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Ninth Circuit case decided 2003. 

The concept of outrageous government conduct focuses 

on the government's actions, United States v. Restrepo.  

Here in this case, both the prosecution and the 

investigative agencies are equally responsible for the failure 

to produce Brady materials to the defense.  In the prior 

mistrial hearing, the Court explained, in detail, that numerous 

documents, and the information contained in such documents, 

should have been provided to the defense and the Court finds 

this conduct especially egregious because the government chose 

not to provide this evidence, even after the defense 

specifically requested it. 

The Court finds the prosecution's representations 

that it was unaware of the materiality of the Brady evidence is 

grossly shocking.  The prosecution was on notice after the 

Court's order, which is on the docket, Number 2770, that a 

self-defense theory may become relevant if the defense was able 

to provide an offer of proof, outside the presence of the jury.  

Moreover, in that same order, Number 2770, the Court 

specifically denied the government's motion to exclude all the 

reference to perceived government misconduct to the extent it 

is relevant to defenses raised by the defendants.  So the 

government was well aware that theories of self-defense, 

provocation, and intimidation might become relevant if the 

defense could provide a sufficient offer of proof to the Court.  
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However, the prosecution denied the defense its opportunity to 

provide favorable evidence to support their theories as a 

result of the government's withholding of evidence and this 

amounts to a Brady violation.  

For example, the government claims it failed to 

disclose this evidence because the FBI did not provide the 

documents to the prosecution team.  However, the prosecutor has 

a duty to learn of favorable evidence known to other government 

agents, including the police, if those persons were involved in 

the investigation or prosecution of the case, citing Kyles v. 

Whitley, United States Supreme Court case decided 1995.  

Clearly, the FBI was involved in the prosecution of this case.  

Based on the prosecution's failure to look for evidence outside 

of that provided by the FBI and the FBI's failure to provide 

evidence that is potentially exculpatory to the prosecution for 

discovery purposes, the Court finds that a universal sense of 

justice has been violated.  The Court is convinced that there 

is still outstanding Brady discovery based on the government's 

most recent assertion that, and I quote, "the government 

expects a thorough review of the discovery will result in the 

production of other documents to the defense," and I'm citing 

from the most recent filing by the government, Number 3081, 

Page 45, Footnote 20.  

Alternatively, a district court may exercise its 

supervisory powers in three different enumerated ways: 
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Number one, "to remedy unconstitutional or statutory 

violation"; number two, "to protect judicial integrity by 

ensuring that a conviction rests on appropriate considerations 

validly before a jury"; or number three, "to deter future 

illegal conduct," quoting from Simpson, Ninth Circuit case 

decided '91.  

In United States vs. W. R. Grace, the Ninth Circuit 

clarified that the exercise of the Court's inherent powers is 

not limited to these three grounds enumerated in Simpson, and 

that was an en banc decision by the Ninth Circuit in 2008. 

"Dismissal is appropriate when the investigatory or 

prosecutorial process has violated a federal Constitution or 

statutory right and no lesser remedial action is available," 

quoting from Barrera-Moreno.  

The Ninth Circuit has recognized that exercise of a 

supervisory power is an appropriate means of policing ethical 

misconduct by prosecutors, United States v. Lopez, Ninth 

Circuit case decided in 1993.  

So "dismissal under the Court's supervisory powers 

for prosecutorial misconduct requires both:  

"Number one, flagrant misbehavior, and number two, 

substantial prejudice," citing United States v. Kearns, 

K-e-a-r-n-s, Ninth Circuit case decided in 1993. 

Neither accidental nor mere negligent governmental 

conduct is sufficient.  The idea of prejudice entails that the 
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government's conduct had at least some impact on the verdict 

and thus redounded to the defendant's prejudice.  

In order for the Court to dismiss an Indictment under 

the supervisory powers, the Court must find that there has been 

flagrant prosecutorial misconduct, substantial prejudice to the 

defendants, and that no lesser remedial action is available.  

The Court found previously that there had been 

multiple Brady violations because the government failed to 

produce evidence that bolstered the defense and was useful to 

rebut the government's theory.  Additionally, the Court 

concluded that the government willfully failed to disclose 

potentially exculpatory, favorable and material information, 

including, but not limited to, the following documents and 

their contents: 

The FBI Law Enforcement Operation order; the FBI 

Burke 302 about Agent Egbert; the FBI 302 about BLM Agent 

Delmolino authored by FBI Agent Willis; the FBI 302 about BLM 

Special Agent Felix observing the LP/OP, the Listening 

Post/Operation Post; the FBI 302 about BLM Racker and his 

assignment to the LP/OP; the unredacted FBI TOC log; and the 

various threat assessments created by different agencies, 

including the BLM and FBI. 

It seems no coincidence that most, if not all, of 

these documents are authored by the FBI. 

I do need to make one correction.  Apparently I 
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previously identified -- or should I say misidentified -- a 

report or some information as being contained in an Internal 

Affairs report.  It was actually in the FBI Joint Terrorism 

Task Force report, the JTTF prepared on March 14th of 2014.  

This is the document that recorded that at a meeting Love had 

stated that he had requested that the FBI place a surveillance 

camera. 

So the Court looks to Chapman, U.S. v. Chapman.  And 

in Chapman, the district court dismissed an Indictment pursuant 

to its supervisory powers based on discovery violations that 

involved 650 pages of undisclosed documents that the Court 

classified as Brady material.  The district court in Chapman 

found that "the Assistant U.S. Attorney acted flagrantly, 

willfully and in bad faith" and that he had made "affirmative 

misrepresentations to the Court," that the defendants would be 

prejudiced by a new trial and that no lesser standard would 

adequately remedy the harm done after reviewing the totality of 

the proceedings before it.  

The Ninth Circuit held that the Chapman court did not 

abuse its discretion by dismissing the Indictment pursuant to 

its supervisory powers. 

Here, defendant Payne argues that the government's 

conduct was more egregious than the facts before the Chapman 

court.  He argues that there were more than mere hints of the 

discovery issues on the eve of trial and that there was at 
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least a thousand pages of discovery disclosed between 

November 8th and December 15th of 2017, all which should have 

been disclosed by October 1st. 

The government argues that this case is different 

from the Chapman case because here the prosecution did not fail 

to produce evidence it knew to be material.  The government 

contends it merely inadvertently failed to disclose evidence, 

or that the defense had all the information in the undisclosed 

documents because the government had previously provided other 

documents with substantially the same content.  Further, the 

government contends that the documents that the Court ruled to 

be untimely disclosed, in violation of Brady, not including the 

OIG reports, is actually fewer than 200 pages. 

"The prosecutor has a 'sworn duty' to assure that the 

defendant has a fair and impartial trial.  His interest in a 

particular case is not necessarily to win, but to do justice," 

citing from Chapman.  Here, the prosecution seems to have 

minimized the extent of prosecutorial misconduct by arguing 

that they believed the various items previously undisclosed, 

like the threat assessments, were not helpful or exculpatory, 

or that they did not need to be -- or that they did not provide 

evidence that snipers had been inserted or did not need to, 

because the use of snipers was already known to the defense.  

Another argument is that the FBI did not provide the 

information to the prosecution.  
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The Court acknowledges that merely negligent 

government conduct is not sufficient to establish flagrant 

misbehavior.  However, as the appellate court in Chapman 

stated, "we never suggested that flagrant misbehavior does not 

embrace reckless disregard for the prosecution's constitutional 

obligations."  In other words, reckless disregard may amount to 

flagrant misbehavior.  As the Court has noted, a prosecutor has 

an ongoing duty to learn of favorable evidence known to other 

government agents, including the police, if those persons are 

involved in the investigation or prosecution of the case.  

Therefore, the fact that the prosecution failed to look beyond 

the files provided by the FBI is not mere negligence; it is a 

reckless disregard for its Constitution obligations to learn 

and seek out favorable evidence.  The prosecution's reliance on 

the FBI to provide the required information amounted to an 

intentional abdication of its responsibility. 

For example, the prosecution was aware of the 

existence of a camera set to provide a live feed.  The claims 

that the FBI 302 authored by Burke on April 8th of 2014 about 

Egbert led the prosecution to believe that it did not need to 

follow up on the camera feed because the 302 report said that 

the camera was not configured to record.  But the prosecution's 

decision to not follow up was not mere negligence.  As the 

Court noted previously, the government's proffer that views 

from a surveillance camera were never viewed by anyone nor 
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recorded or reported in some format was simply inconceivable.  

That the prosecution accepted this implausible claim, whether 

it was provided by the FBI, is just another example of its 

reckless disregard to fulfill its constitutional duties to 

learn about evidence favorable to the defense that may have 

existed as a result of someone's notes and observations of the 

surveillance camera's live feed of the Bundy Ranch. 

Further, the prosecutors' alleged reliance on the 

information in the FBI files was misplaced.  The Court finds 

that the FBI's failure to timely produce information to the 

prosecution amounts to reckless disregard or flagrant 

misbehavior, especially in light of the fact that the FBI was 

directly involved in the operation, prior to the operation, 

during, and after the alleged conspiracy timeline.  The Court 

seriously questions why the FBI inexplicably placed (or perhaps 

hid) potentially exculpatory electronic information about the 

placement of FBI snipers in such an unconventional location, on 

a thumb drive, inside a vehicle, for over three years.  

Compounding the Court's concern is that the FBI had almost four 

full years to prepare the trial and two years to disclose the 

information to the prosecution and that their agents were 

physically present during the last two trials where the 

existence of snipers was contentiously debated.  Regardless, 

the Court is not required to identify the responsible persons 

with such specificity.  And I add, the Court is not aware of 
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any other situation where the FBI has acted in disregard such 

as this.  The law attributes, nevertheless, the conduct, 

whether it's of the FBI or other enforcement -- law enforcement 

agencies under these circumstances, to the government 

prosecution team, citing United States vs. Barrera-Moreno 

decided by the Ninth Circuit in 1991, analyzing the Court's 

supervisory power, stating, and I quote, that "dismissal is 

appropriate when the investigatory or prosecutorial process has 

violated a federal constitutional or statutory right and no 

lesser remedial action is available." 

This case is distinguished from Chapman in that the 

prosecution in this case has kept a record of what has been 

produced and what has not been produced.  The Court also 

recognizes that the government has attempted to locate all 

outstanding discovery.  However, like Chapman, this case 

involves voluminous discovery and the government willfully 

failed to produce Brady material.  Additionally, the government 

made several misrepresentations to the defense, and to the 

Court, regarding the existence of the cameras, the snipers, the 

materiality of prior threat assessments and its diligent and 

fully complying -- its diligence in fully complying with its 

constitutional obligations.  For example, representations about 

whether individuals were technically "snipers" or not "snipers" 

was disingenuous, especially considering that the undisclosed 

documents authored by the FBI, the ones located on the thumb 
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drive inside a vehicle, expressly refer to these individuals as 

"snipers" at least three different occasions.  Likewise, 

arguments about whether they were actually "deployed" or merely 

"training" was a deliberate attempt to mislead and to obscure 

the truth.  These are arguments for closing argument and not a 

reason to withhold information.  Numerous other instances are 

noted by the defense in the brief and the Court does not 

disagree with these representations.  

Thus, the Court does find that there has been 

flagrant prosecutorial misconduct in this case even if the 

documents themselves were not intentionally withheld from the 

defense.  

Defendant Payne argues that the defense has been 

prejudiced because there -- they have already set forth the 

legal and factual particulars of their defense by revealing 

voir dire strategy, the evidence they expect to support their 

defense in their opening statements, revealing their strategy 

in cross-examination, and the defense correctly avers that this 

revealed information will allow the government to try and 

correct its faltering case.  Specifically, the defense notes 

the lack of success of the government at prior trials; the tone 

and the direction of the jury questions in this case, both 

those questions that were read and not read to the witness; and 

the new yet unexplored issues related to the Wooten e-mail, the 

FBI special agent who was formally assigned to lead the 
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investigation but abruptly was removed in February of 2017, 

allegedly by the prosecution because he complained of Special 

Agent in Charge Dan Love's misconduct, the investigating law 

enforcement officer's bias, the government's bias, and the 

failure to disclose exculpatory evidence. 

The Court agrees that retrying the case would only 

advantage the government by allowing them to strengthen their 

witnesses' testimony based on the knowledge gained from the 

information provided by the defense and revealed thus far.  The 

government would be able to perfect its opening statements 

based on the revealed defense strategy in its opening and the 

government would also be able to conduct more strategic voir 

dire at the retrial. 

The Court is troubled by the prosecution's failure to 

look beyond the FBI file that was provided and construes the 

Brady violations in concert as a reckless disregard of its 

discovery obligations.  The government's recklessness and the 

prejudice the defendants will suffer as a result of a retrial 

warrant the extreme measure of dismissing the Indictment 

because no lesser sanction would adequately defer -- deter 

future investigatory and prosecutorial misconduct. 

The government is only proposed a new trial as the 

appropriate remedy for their discovery violations.  However, 

its conduct has caused the integrity of a future trial and any 

resulting conviction to be even more questionable.  Both the 
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defense and the community possess the right to expect a fair 

process with a reliable conclusion.  Therefore, it is the 

Court's position that none of the alternative sanctions 

available are as certain to impress the government with the 

Court's resoluteness in holding prosecutors and their 

investigative agencies to the ethical standards which regulate 

the legal profession as a whole.  

The Court finds that the government's conduct in this 

case was indeed outrageous, amounting to a due process 

violation, and that a new trial is not an adequate sanction for 

this due process violation.  

Even if the government's conduct did not rise to the 

level of a due process violation, the Court would nonetheless 

dismiss under its supervisory powers because there has been 

flagrant misconduct, substantial prejudice, and no lesser 

remedy is sufficient.  Dismissal is necessary as to these four 

defendants:  Ryan Payne, Ryan Bundy, Ammon Bundy, and Cliven 

Bundy, and dismissal is justified for all three of the 

enumerated reasons provided by the law:  

Number one, to properly remedy the constitutional 

violation; number two, to protect judicial integrity by 

ensuring that a conviction rests only on appropriate 

considerations validly before a jury; and number three, to 

deter future illegal conduct.  

It is herein ordered that the defendants' Motion to 
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Dismiss with prejudice, Number 2883, public version 3057, as 

well as Document No. 2906, public version 3058, and 

Document 3082 and 3085, public version 3087 and 3088, are 

hereby granted.  

The Court hereby vacates the detention orders for 

Cliven Bundy.  The Court vacates the pretrial release orders 

and exonerates the bonds of Ryan Payne, Ryan Bundy, and Ammon 

Bundy.  Mr. Payne is still to report to the U.S. Marshal's 

Office immediately per Judge Brown's order from Oregon, but 

rather than having you remanded into custody right now 

immediately, I will order you to report to the U.S. Marshal's 

Office as soon as this hearing is concluded. 

The Calendar Call in trial date is likewise vacated 

as to these four defendants, and the trial for the remaining 

defendants will remain scheduled for February 26th at 8:30 a.m. 

with Calendar Call February 15th at 9:00 a.m. 

So the Court will take about a 15-minute recess.  

It's 9:56 now.  So, about until 10:15 so that the proper 

paperwork can be provided to the defendants and then we'll 

resume and take up the Intervenors' Motion to Unseal, which is 

number 3010 on the docket. 

COURTROOM ADMINISTRATOR:  All rise.  

Off record. 

   (Recess was taken at 9:56 a.m.)

///
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I, Heather K. Newman, Official Court Reporter, United 

States District Court, District of Nevada, Las Vegas, Nevada, 

do hereby certify that pursuant to Section 753, Title 28, 

United States Code, the foregoing is a true, complete, and 

correct transcript of the proceedings had in connection with 

the above-entitled matter.

DATED:  1-9-2018       _/s/ Heather K. Newman  
   Heather K. Newman, CCR #774
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Larry "Cljnt" Wooten 

From: Larry C. Wooten 
Special Agent 
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management 

1387 S. Vinnell Way, Boise, ID 83709 
Gov't Cell Phone: 

Email: 
Personal Cell Phone Persona] Ema 

To: Andrew D. Goldsmith 
Associate Deputy Attorney General 
National Criminal Discovery Coordinator 
Email: , 

Subject: Disclosure and Complaint Narrative in Regard to Bureau of Land Management 
Law Enforcement Supervisory Misconduct and Associated Cover-ups as well as Potential 
Unethical Actions, Malfeasance and Misfeasance by United States Attorney's Office 
Prosecutors from the District of Nevada, (Las Vegas) in Reference to the Cliven Bundy 
Investigation 

Reference: DI-17-2830, MA-17-2863, LM14015035, District ofNevada Case 2:16-cr-
00046-GMN-P AL (United States of Ame1ica v. Cliven Bundy, et al) 

Issue: As a U.S. Department oflnterior (DOI), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
Office of Law Enforcement and Security (OLES) Special Agent (SA) and Case 
Agent/Lead Investigator for the Cliven Bundy/2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound 
Case out of the Dist1ict of Nevada in Las Vegas (Case 2:16-cr-0004q-GMN-PAL-United 
States of America v. Cliven Bundy, et al), I routinely observed, and the investigation 
revealed a widespread pattern of bad judgment, lack of discipline, incredible bias, 
unprofessionalism and misconduct, as well as likely policy, ethical, and legal violations 
among senior and supervisory staff at theBLM's Office of Law Enforcement and 
Security. The investigation indicated that these issues amongst law enforcement 
supervisors in our agency made a mockery of our position of special trust and confidence, 
portrayed extreme unprofessional bias, adversely affected om agency's mission and 
likely the trial regarding Cliven Bundy and his alleged co-conspirators and ignored the 
letter and intent of the law. The issues I uncovered in my opinion also likely put our 
agency and specific law enforcement supervisors in potential legal, civil, and 
administrative jeopardy. 

When I discovered these issues, I promptly rep01ted them to my supervisor (a BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge, but also my subordinate co-case agent). Often, I 
realized that my supervisor was already aware of the issues, participated in, or instigated 
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the misconduct himself, was· present when the issues were reported to both of us, or was 
the reporting party himself. When I reported these issues,. my supervisor seemed 
generally unsurprised and 'Ullinterested and was dismissive, and seemed uncQncemed. 

I tried to respectfully and discretely urge and influence m.y supervision to stop the 
misconduct the,;nselves, correct and/or· further report the issues as appropriate and remind 
other employees·tbat their use of electronic communications was likely subject to Federal 
Records Protections, the case Litigation Hold,. the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) 
and Case/Trial Discovery. I also tried to convey to my supervisor that the openly made 
statements and actions could also potentially could be considered bias,. used in witness 
impeachment and considered exclllpatory and subject to trial discovery. 

As the Case Agent.and Lead Investigator for th~ DOI/BLM (for approximately 2 years 
and !l0 months), I found myselfin·an unusual situation. I was specifically asked to lead a 
comprehensivet professional, thoroug~ unbiased and independent investigation into the 
largest ·and most expansive and important investigation ever within the Department of 
Interior.. Instead of having a normal investigative team and chain of comm.and, a BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge (ASAC) decided to act as a subordinate co--case agent, 
but also as.my supervisor. Agent's senior to me acted as my helpers. I was basically the 
paper wot~ organizational and research guy. I did all the stuff that the senior and 
·supervisory agents didn't want to do, but they called me the '•Case Agent'' and "Lead 
Investigator." They .often publicly re.cognized ~d thanked me, and nominated me for 
many awards, but their lack of effort and dependability led to numerous case 
issues. During this timeframe.,. my supervisor (but subordinate), a BLM ASAC 
specifically wanted and had the responsibility of liaison and coordinator for interaction 
with 'higher agency officials, cooperating/assisting agencies and with the U.S. Attorney's 
Office~ Although the BLM ASAC was generally uninterested in the mundane day to day 
work, he specifically took on assignments that were potentially questionable and 
damaging (such as document shredding research, discovery email search documentation 
and as-the· affiant for the Dave Bundy iPad Search Warrant) and attended coordination 
and staff meetmgs. Sometimes, I felt like he wanted _to steer the investigation away from 
misconduct. discovery by refusing. to get case assistance, dismissing my concerns and 
participating in the misconduct himself. In February of 2017, it became clear to me that 

. keeping quite became an unofficial condition of my future employment with the BLM, 
future awards, promotions, and a good future job reference. 

The longer the investigation went on,. the more extremely unprofessional; familiar, racy, 
wlgar and •bias filled actions, open comments, and: inappropriate electronic 
communications I was made aware of~ or I personally witnessed. In my opinion, these 
issues would likely undermine the investigation, ,cast considerable doubt on the 
professionalism of our agency.and be possibly use(! to claim investigator 
bias/unprofessionalism and t<> impeach and,undennine key witness credibility. The 
tidiculousnE;'ss-of the. conducr, unprofessional amateurish camival atmosphere,. openly 
made. statements, and electronic ·communications tended to mitigate,the defendant's 
culpability and ·cast a shadow of doubt of inexcusable bias, unprofessionalism and 
embarrassment on our agency.. These actions and comments were in my opinion 
offensive in a professional federal law enforcement work environment and were a clear 
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violation of professional workplace_ nonns, our code: of conduct, policy, and possibly 
even law. The misconduct caused considerable disruption in our workplace, was 
discriminatory, harassing and showed clear prejudice against the defendants, their 
supporters and Mormons. Often times this misconduct centered on being sexually 
inappropriate, profanity, appearance/body shaming and likely violated privacy and civil 
rights. 

Many times, these open unprofessional and disrespectful comments and name calling 
(often bylaw;enforcement superyisors who.are potential witnesses and investigative team 
supertrisorS) reminded me ofmiddle school. At any _given time, you could hear .subjects 
of this investigation .openly referred to as· "ret*.tds," "rt d-necks," "Ovetweiglit woman 
with the big jowls," 0 d~che bags,,., &'tractor-face,='' "idiots," "in-br*d," etc., etc., 
etc. Also, it was common to receive. or have electronic communications· reported to me 
during the course ·of the investigation in which senior investigators and law enforcement 
supervisors (some are potential witne~ses and investigative team members) specifically 
made fun of,suspects. and referenced·"Cliven Bundy felony ... just kind of rolls. off the 
tongue, doesn~t it?," dildos, western themed g@y bars, odors of sweat, playing chess 
with menstru.~g. wom~, Cliven Bundy shl tthing on cold stainless steel,. personal 
lubricant and Ryan Bundy holding a -giant penl s ( on April 12, 2014 ). Extremely bias and 
degrading fliers were also openly displayed and passed around the office, a booking 
photo of Cliven Bundy was (and-is) inappropriately, openly, prominently.and proudly 
displayed in the office of a potential trial witness and my supervisor and an altered and 
degrading suspect photos w.ere put.in ·an office presentation by my 
supervisor. Additionally,. this investigation also indicated that former BLM SAC Dan 
Love sent photographs of his own feces and his girl-friend's vagl na to coworkers and 
subordinates. It was also reported by another BLM-SAC that fonner BLM SAC Dan 
Love told him that there is no way he gets more pu$$y than him. Furthermore, I became 
aware of potentially captured comments in which our own law enforcement officers 
alle~edly bragged about roughing up Dave Bundy, grinding his face into the ground, and 
Dave Bundy having little bits of gravel stuck in his face (from April 6, 2014). On two 
occasions, I also overheard. a BLM SAC tell a BLM ASAC that another/other BLM 
employee(s) and potential .trial witnesses didn,t properly tum in the required discovery 
material (likely exculpatory evidence). My supervisor even instigated the unprofessional 
monitoring of jail calls between defendants and their wives, without prosecutor or FBI 
consent, for the apparent purpos·e of making fun of post arrest telephone calls between 
Idaho defendants/FBI targets .(npt subjects of BLM's investigation). Thankfully, AUSA 
Steven Myhre· stopped this issue. 1 even had a BLM ASAC tell me that he tried to report 
the misconduct, but no one listened to .him. I had my own supervisor tell me that fonner 
BLM SAC Dan Love is the BLM OLES ''Directors boy" and they indicated they were 
going to Jude and protect him. The BLM OLES, Chief of the Office of Professional 
Responsibility/Internal Affairs. indicated to me the former BLM OLES Director protected 
former BLM SAC. Love .and shut the Office··of Professional Responsibility out when 
misconduct allegations were reported about Love and that the fonner BLM OLES 
Director personally (inappropriately) investigated misconduct allegations about 
Love. Ail.other fbrmer BLM ASAC indicated to me that former BLM SAC Love was a 
liability to our agency and the Cliven Bwidy Case.· I was even told of threats of physical 
harm .that this former BLM SAC made to his subordinate employee and his family. 
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Also, more and more it was becoming apparent that the nwnerous statements made. by 
potential trial witnesses and victims {even by good officers U:Dder duress), could 
potentially cast an unfavorable light on the BLM. (See ·openly available video/aucliQ 
footage titled "The Bundy Trial 2017 Leaked Fed Body Cam Evidence," or a video 
posted.on You Tube titled ·"Leaked Body· Cams from the Bundy Ranch!" published-by 
Gavin Seim .. ) Some of these statements included the following: "Jack-up Hage" (Wayne 
Hage Jr.), "Are you fucXXXX people stupid or what," ''Fat dude, right behind the tree 
has along g\IP," ''MotherFuXXXX, you come find me and :you're·gonna have hell to 
pay," ''FatAsX slid.down," "Prettymuchashootfus~ ask questions-later," "No gun 
there. He's just holding his back standing like a· sissy," "She must not be.man;ied,"· 
"Shoot his. fucXXXX dog first,'' "We gotta have .fucXXXX fire discipline, n and "I'm 
recording bythe way guys, so .... '' Additional Note: In this:nmeframe, a key witness 
deactivated his body camera. Further Note: It became clear to me a serious public and 
professional image probltP1L had developed within the BLM Offi~e of Law Enforcement 
and Security. f felt I needed to work to .correct this and mitigate the damage it no doubt 
had already done~ 

This carnival, inappropriate ·and childish behavior didn't stop with the directed bias and 
degradation of subjects of investigations. The childish misconduct extended to oitizens, 
cooperators from other.agencies and even.·our own employees. BLN,l Law Enforcement 
SupervisQrs also op~y talked about and gossiped about. private. employee personnel 
matters such as· medical conditions (to include mental illness), work perform~c~, 
ma.triage issues, religion, punishments,. internal investigations and derogatory opinions of' 
higher leYel BLM supervisors. Some of these open conunents centered on Blow J0bs, 
Ma$te.rbation in the office closet; Addiction to P0m, a Disgu,sting Butt Crack, a "Weak 
Sister/' high self-opinions, crying, and scared women, "Leather Face/' '~Mormons (little 
Mormon Girl),'' ''he has mental problem& and ~at he had some sort of mental 
breakdown," "'PTSD,'' etc., etc., etc. 

Additionally,it should be noted that therewas a "religious test'' of sorts. On two 
occasions, I was asked "You're not a Mormon are you" and I was told "I bet you thin.kl 
am going to hell, don't you.'' .(I can explain these and other related incidents later.) 

The investigation also indicated that on multiple occasions, former BLM Special Agent­
in-Charge (SAC) Love specifically and purposely ignored U.S. Attorney's Office and 
BLM civilian·managementdirection and intent as well as Nevada State OffiQial 
recommendations in order to command the most intrusive, oppressive, large -scale., and 
militaristic trespass cattle impound possible. AdclitiQnally3 this investigation also 
indicated excessive use of force, civil rights and policy violations. The investigation 
indicated that there was little doubt there was an improper cover-up in virtually every 
matter that a particular BLM· SAC participated in, or oversaw and that the BLM SAC was 
immune from. discipline and the coll$equences of his actions. (I can further explain these 
issues later. These instances are widely documented.) 

As the investigation went on, it became clear to me that my supervisor wasn't keeping the 
U.S .. Attorney's Office up to date ori substantive and exculpatory case findings and 
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unacceptable bias indications. Therefore, 1 personally informed Acting United States 
Attorney Steven Myhre and Assistant United States AttQmey (AUSA) Nadia Ahmed, as 
well as Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBf) Special Agent Joel Willis by telephone of 
these issues. When I did, my supervisor in my opinion deceptively acted ignorant :and 
surprised. As the case continued, it became,clear to me that once again, my supervisor 
failed-to inform the U.S. Attomey'·s Office Prosecution Team about exculpatory key 
witness statements. Note: During this investigation, my supervisor would also 
deceptively indicate to the Prosecution Team that no one else was in the room when he 
was· on speakerphone. Thereby, allowing potential mal witnesses and his.friends to 
inappropriately hear .the contents of the discussion. 

My supervisor even took photographs in the secure command post area of the Las Vegas 
FBI Headquarters and even after he .was told that no photographs were -allowed, he 
recklessly emailed out photographs of the "Arrest Tracking Wall" in which Eric' Parke:r 
and Cliven Bundy. had 1"X's"' through their face and body (indicating prejudice and 
bias). Thereby, making this ·electronic communication subject to Federal Records 
Protections, the Litigation Hold, Discovery, and the FOIA. 

On February 16, 2017, I personally informed then AUSA (First Assistant and Lead 
Prosecutor) Steven Myhre of those ;specific. comments (which I had previously disclosed 
to, and discussed with my supervisor) and reminded Special Assistant United States 
Attorney (SAUSJ\) _Erin Creegan. about an ~mail chain by a particular BLM SAC in 
reference to the Arrest of David Bundy on· April 6, 2014, in which prior to Dave Bundy's 
arrest, the BLM SAC and .others-were told not to make any arrests. When I asked Mr . 
. Myhre if the fonner BLM SAC's statements like "Go out there and kick Cliven Bundy in 
the mouth ( or teeth) and take his cattle" and "I need you to get the troops fired up to go 
get those cows and not take any crap from anyone'' would be exculpatory or if we would 
have. to ·inform the defense counsel, be said something like "we do now," or "it is now." 

On February l 81 2017, I was removed from my position as. the Case Agent/Lead 
Investigator for the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Case by my supervisor despite my 
recently documented and awarded hard work and excellent and often praised • 
performance. Additionally, a BLM ASAC (my supervisor, but also. my co-case agent) 
violated my .privacy and conduced a search of my individually occupied secured office 
and secured.safe within that office. During this search, the BLM.ASAC without 
notificatipn or permission seized the Cliven Blllldy/Gold Butte Nevada Investigative 
"hard ·copy'' Case File, notes (to include specific notes on issues 1 uncovered during the 
2014 Gold' Butte Nevada. Trespass Cattle· Impound and ''lessons learned") and-several 
computer ltard drives that contained case material, collected emails, text messages, 
instant messages, and other information. Foliowing this seizure outside of my presence 
-and without my permission, the BLM ASAC didn't provide any property receipt 
documentation (DI ... t 05/Form 9260-43) or other chain of custody documentation 
(reasonably needed for trial) on what was seized. The BLM ASAC also directed me to 
turn over all my personal case· related notes on my personal calendars and aggressively 
questioned me to detennine if I had ever audi.Q recorded him or a BLM SAC.. I was-also 
aggressively questioned about who I had told about the case related issues and other 
severe issues uncovered in reference to the case and Dan Love (see Congressional 
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Subpoena by former Congressman Jason Chaffetz and the February 14, 2017, l~er that 
Congressman Jason Chaffetz and Congressman Blake Farenthold sent the U.S. 
Department of Interior's Deputy Inspector General, Ms·. Mary L. Kendall regarding Dan 
Love allegedly directing the deletion of official documents). Also after this, I believe I 
overheard part of a conv~rsation in an open .office ~pace where my supervisor was 
speaking to a BLM SAC as they discussed getting access to my government email 
account. Note: The personal notes that I was directed to turn in and the items seized 
from my office and safe wasn't for discovery, because I was .transferring to another 
agency, because I was the subject of an investigation, or because my supervisor simply 
needed to reference a file. These. items were taken beca~e they contained significa11t 
evidence of misconduct anaitems that would potentially emba"ass BLM Law 
Enforcement Supervision. Additional Nate: 'The BLM ASAC als{) ordered me not to 
contact the U.S. Attorney's Office, even on my own time and with my personal 
phone. Later, when I repeatedly-asked to speak with the BLM OLES Director> my 
requests went unanswered until April 26,. 2017. The BLM ASA.C simply told me it is clear 
no one wants to speak with me and that no one is going to apologize to me. Further 
Note: In this same secured individual office space and safej I kept copies of my 
important personal documents such as medical records, militaryreco,ds, family pers.onal 
papers, computer passwords,. personal property serial numbers, etc., as a precaution in 
case for some reason my house is de:stroyed and personal papers are lost/destroyed. It 
was clear to me the BLM ASAC didn't know-what he seized and when I told him about my 
personal papers, the BLM ASAC just told me "no one is. interested in your medical 
records~'~ It is unknown what unrelated case materials, notes, and personal documents 
were actually· taken and it is impossible for me, any misconduct investigator, or any 
attorney to prove to a court or Congress what case informt;z.tion was taken. I still haven't 
heard back what (if any) personal items. were in the seized materials and I don Jt lcnow 
where the seized materials are being stored. It should be noted that I am missing 
personal medical physical results that I previously has stored in my office. Additionally, 
I believe if the BLM ASA C found my accidefltly seized medical records~ instead of giving 
them back to me; he wouldshred themjust like[ have·seen him shred other items.from an 
ag?nt that he didn ·,t like~ (I can elaborate on this.) 

Please Note: 'I'his .seized case related material (to include the hard drives) contains 
evidence that directly relates to a BLM SAC 's heavy handedness during the 2014 Gold 
Butte Nevada Trespass Cattle Impoun~ the BLM SAC ignoring u.s: Attorney's Office 
and higher level BLM direction, documentation of the BlM SA C's alleged gross 
supervisory misconduct, potential misconduct and violation of rights issues during-the 
2014 Gold Butte·Nevada Trespas$· Cattle.Impound, as well as potenJial emails that were 
possibly identified and captured before they could-have· been deleted (as identifi~d as an 
issue in the Office of Inspector Generai R~port and possibly concerning a Congressional 
subpoena). I believe this information would likely be considered substantive 
exculpatory/jencks-material in reference to the Cliven Bundy Nevada Series of Trials and 
would be greatly discrediting and embarrassing. as well as possibly indicate liability on 
the BLM and the BLM SAC 

I am convinced that I was removed to prevent the ethical and proper further dis~losure of 
the severe misconduct, failure to correct 'and report, and cover-ups by BLM ·OLES 
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supervision. My supervisor told-me that AUSA Steven Myhre "furiously demanded" that 
I be removed from the case and mentioned some.thing about us (the BLM, specifically my 
supervisor) not turning over (or disclosing) discovery related material (which is true), 
issues I had with the BLM not following its own enabling statute (which is true, I can 
elaborate on that later), and a personal issue they thought I had with former BLM SAC 
Dan Love. Note: Prior to taking-the assignment as Bundy/Gold Butte Investigation Case 
Agent/Lead Investigator for the BLMIDOL I didn 't know a1id had never spoken to former 
BLM SAC Dan Love. I was new to tlze agency and I was also specifically directed to lead 
an unbiased, professional, and independent "investigation, which I tried to do, despite 
supervisory misconduct, Tim~ after time, I was told of former BLM SAC Love's 
misconduct. I was told by BLM Law Enforcement Supervisors that he had a Kill Book" 
as a trophy a11d in essence bragged about getting three individuals in Utah to commit 
suicide (see Operation Cerberos Action out of Blanding, Utah and the death of Dr. 
Redd), the "Failure Rock, ,. Directing Subordinates to Erase Official Government Files 
in order to impede the efforts of rival civilian BLM employees in preparation for the 
"Burning.Man" Special Event, unlawfully removing evidence, bragging about the 
number of OIG (l.nd internal investigations on him and indicating that he is untouchable, 
encouraging subordinates not to. cooperate with internal and OIG inveshgatio~, his 
harassment of a female Native American subordinate employee where Mr~ Love allegedly 
had a doll that he referred to by the employees nam~ and called her his drunk little 
Indian, etc., etc., etc. {I canfurther explain these many issues.) 

Following this, I became convinced that my supervisor failed to properly disclose 
substantive and exculpatory case and witness bias related issues to the U.S. Attorney's 
Office. Also, after speaking with the BLM OLES Chief of the Office of Professional 
Responsibility/Internal Affairs and two former BLM ASAC's, I became convinced that 
the previous BLM OLES Director Salvatore Lauro not only allowed former BLM SAC 
Dan Love complete autonomy and discretion, but also likely provided no oversight and 
ev.en contributed to an atmosphere of cover-ups,: harassment and retaliation for anyone 
that questioned or reported former BLM SAC Dan Love's misconduct. 

In time, I also ,became convinced (based on my supervisor and Mr. Myhre's statements) 
that although the U.S. Attorney's Office was generally aware of former BLM SAC Dan 
Love's misconduct and likely civil rights and excessive force issues, the lead prosecutor 
( currently the Acting Nevada United States Attorney) Steven Myhre adopted an attitude 
of "don't ask, don't tell," in reference to BLM Law Enforcement Supervisory Misconduct 
that was of a substantive, exculpatory and incredible biased nature. Not only did Mr. 
Myhre in my opinion not want to lmow or seek out evidence favorable to the accused, he • 
and my supervisor discouraged the reporting of such issues and even likely covered up 
the-misconduct. Furthermore·, when I did report the misconduct, ethical, professional, 
and legal issues, I also became a victim of whistleblower retaliation. 

Additionally, AUSA Steven Myhre adopted .a few troubling policies in reference to this 
case~ When we became aware that Dave Bundy's seized iPad iikely contained remarks 
from BLM Law Enforcement Officers that is potentially evidence of civil rights 
violations and excessive use of force, Mr. Myhre and my supervisor not only apparently 
failed initiate the appropriate follow-on action~ Mr. Myhre apparently failed to notify the 
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Defense Counsel and also decided not to return the iPad back to Dave Bundy, even 
• . though the iPad wasn't going to be searched pursuant to a search warrant or used as 

evidence in trial a,tid Dave Bundy claimed he needed the iPad for his business. Mr. . 
Myhre also adopted a policy of not giving a jury the option or ability to convict on lesser 
offenses and instead relied on a hard to prove, complicated prosecution theory in order to 
achieve maximum punishments (which has generally failed to this point). Also, the 
government relied on factually incorrect talking points and on (or about) February 15, 
2017, misrepresented the case facts about government snipers during trial (it is unknown 
if this misrepresentation was on purpose. o~ accidental, I can explain this in 
detail). Note: The investigation indicated that there· was at least one school t,rained 
Federal Sniper equipped with a scoped/magnified optic bolt action precision rifle, 
another Federal Officer equipped with a scoped/magnified optic large frame (308 
caliber) AR style rifle, and many officers that utilized magnified optics with long range 

. graduated reticles (out to 1,000 meters-approximately 500 meters on issued rifles 
depending on environmental conditions) on standard law enforcement issued AR (223 
caliber/5.56mm) and that often officers were in "ovffr watch" positions. Additionally, 
the investigation also indicated the possibility.that the FBI and the Las Vegas 
Metropolitan Police Department had law enforcement snipers/designated marksmen on 
hand for possible deployment. 

The reporting of these severe issues and associated cover-ups are a last resort. I tried 
continually to respectfully and discretely influence my chain of command to do the right 
thing-and I made every effort to make sure the Prosecution Team had the information 
they needed and were accurate in their talking points. I just wanted the misconduct to 
stop, the necessary and required actions be taken and I wanted to be sure these issues 
wouldn't create a fatal error in the case and further undermine our agency's mission. I 
also needed to be convinced that I was correct. If I was wrong, or errors were simply 
mistakes or simple· errors in professional judgement or discretion, I didn't want to create 
more problems or embarrass anyone. However, my personal experience and 
investigation indicated that not only did my management fail to correct and report the 
misconduct, they made every effort to cover it up, dismiss the concerns, discourage its 
reporting and retaliate against the reporting party. I also tried to make sure that despite 
my supervisor's failings, the Prosecution Team had the most accurate information in 
terms of case facts, Discovery, and witness liability. • 

The Whistleblower Retaliation and agency wrongdoing is being investjgated by the U.S. 
Office of.Special Counsel and is also being looked at by the House Committee on Natural 
Resources (Subcommittee on Oversight & Investigations) and the House Oversight and 
Government Reform Committee (Subcommittee on the Interior, Energy, and the 
Environment). Additionally, a formal complaint has been filed with my agency in 
reference to the. religioµs, sexually vulgar, and the other workplace 
harassment. Furthermore, there have been several investigations by the DOI Office of 
Inspector General (OIGJ that at least in part contributed to the recent firing of BLM 
Special Agent-in-Charge Dan Love (which I wasn't a part of). 

I ask that your office ensure that Acting United States Attorney Steven Myhre and the 
rest of the Cliven Bundy/Gold ~utte Nevada Prosecution;and Investigative Team is 
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condµcting the prosecution in an ethical, appropriate, and professional. matter. I als~ 
specifically ask that your office provide oversight to Mr. Myhre and bis team regarding 
the afflrmative responsibility· to ,seek out evidence·favorable to-the_ accused, not to 
discourage the reporting of case issues and suspected miscondu~t, to report/act on . 
suspected civil rights violations ~d not to· retaliate ag~st an agen.t that does. his required 
duty. I also ask that your office ensure that the Prosecution Team is free ofb1as and has 
ethically and correctly turned ·over exculpatory evidence to the. Defense. I ask that as 
appropriate, prosecution team-bias (byMr. Myhre andpossiblyby AUSA Daniel Schiess) 
and faetually incorrect talking points (by AUSA.Nadia Ahmed and Mr. Myhre) be 
disclosed and corrected. Note: Mr. Myhre previously refe"ed to the defe1Ulants as a cult 
and Mr. Schiess said let's get these "shall we say Deplorables. "I was also asked 
·"You.:'re not-a Mormon are you. '' (I can explain these and similar issues in-detail.) 

I don't make-th.is ·complaint lightly._ I do this with a heavy heart and I hope that at least in 
some ways I am mistaken. However, I know that is extremely unlikely. When we speak 
I can identify subjects, witnesses:, and the location of evidence and -corroborating 
information. 

I believe this case. closely mirrors the circumstances of former Alaska Senator Ted 
Stevens trial. As you may notice from thetrials and several defense cross-examinations, 
very little of the impeachment and exculpatory issues were brought tip by the defense. 1 
believe this is most likely because the defense counsel was unethically not made aware of 
them and the severe issues were covered up. Additionally, I believe I can easily show 
that both my .supervision and possibly Mr. Myhre entered into an unethical agreement to 
removem~ from being the lead iilvestigator and case agent for the BLM/DOl due: to my 
objection to, and disclosure of outrageous misconduct, the belief that my testimony under 
oath would embarrass supervisory law enforcement .officials in our agency and negatively 
affect the prosecution, ·my insistence· that my supervisor stop his individual misconduct, 
correct the misconduct of other employees and report the misconduct as appropriate (for 
counseling,. correction, discipline and the possible required internal investigations) and 
my belief that my agency is violating the letter and intent of the law. 

In regard to prosecution team misconduct, I believe some of it may be attributable to 
-simple mistakes ·and simple poor judgement. However, I believe it is unlikely (if my 
supervisor's statements to me.are true) that Mr. Myhre·wasn't himself acting unethically 
·and inapprop.riately. Prior to the last few weeks of the investigation, I held Mr. Myhre in 
the highest of regards. He is an extremely hard worker and very intelligent. However, I 
feel that his.judgement is likely clouded by extreme person.al and religious-bias and a 
desire to win the case at all costs. I feel he is likely willing to ignore and fail to report 
exculpatory material, extreme bias and act unethically and possibly deceptively to win. 

All in all, it is my assessment and the investigation show~d that the 2014 Gold Butte 
Tre~pass Cattle Impound was in part a pm1itive. and ego driven expedition by a Senior 
BLMLaw-Enforcement Supervisor (fonnerBLM Special Agent-in-Charge Dan Love) 
that was only ·in part focused on the intent of the associated Federal Court Orders and the 
mission of our agency (to sustain the-health, diversity, and productivity of America's 
public lands. for the multiple use and enjoyment of present and future generations). My 
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investigation also indicated that the involved officers and protestors were themselves 
pawns in what was almost a great American tragedy on April 12, 2014, in which law 
enforcement officers (Federal, State~ and Loc~J.), protest9rs, .and the motoring public were 
caught in the danger area. This investigation also indic~ted, the primary reasons for the 
escalation was due to the recklessness, lack of oversight,. and arrogance of a BLM Special 
Agent-in-Charge· and the reckle~st;1ess, failure to adhere. to Federal. Court Orders-and lack 
of recognition of the Federal Government in matters related to. land management within 
Nevada, by Rancher Cliven Bundy .. 

The investigation further indicated that the BLM· SAC' s peers didn't likely attempt to 
properly influence or counsel the BLM SAC into more appropriate courses of action and 
conduct or were unsuccessful in :their attempts. The: investigation indicated that it was 
likely that the BLM SA C's· peers failed to report the ELM SAC,s 
unethical/unprofessional actions, misconduct, and potential crimes up. the. chain of 
command and/or to the appropriate authorities, or that the chain of command simply 
ignored and dismissed these. reports. • The investigation furthe.r indicated when individl,lals 

• did report issue,s. with the. BLM SAC, the reports were likely .ignored or marginalized by 
higher B~M OLES officials. The investigation also indicated that former BLM OLES 
Director Salvatore Lauro likely gave the former BLM SAC complete autonomy and 
discretion without oversight .or supervision.. The investigation :further indicated that it 
was unlikely that theBLM OLES Director wasn't aware ofthe BLM SAC's 
unethical/miprof~ssional actions, poor decisions, misconduct, and potential crimes. My 
investigation and personal observa~ons in the investigation :further revealed a likely 
unethicaUunlawful ''cover-up" of this BLM SAG•s .actions, by very senior law 
enforcement management within BLM OLES. This investigation indicated that on 
nwnerous occasions, senior BLM OLES management broke their own policies and 
overlooked ethical, professional, and conduct violations and likely provided cover and • 
protection for the BLM. SAC and any activity or operation this BLM SAC was associated 
with. My investigation :further indicated that the BLM' s. civilian -leadership didn't 
condone and/or.was likely unaware of the BLM SAC's actions and the associated cover­
ups, at least until it was. too late. 

During the investigation~ I also came to believe that the case prosecution team at. United 
States Attorney, s Office out of Las Vegas in the District of Nevada wasn't being kept up 
to, date Qn important investigative findings about the BLM SAC' s ~ely alleged 
misconduct. I also came to believe that discovery related and possibly relevant and 
substantive trial, impeachment, and biased related and/or exculpatory infbrmation wasn't 
likely turned over to, or properly disclosed to the prosecution team by my supervisor. 

I also came to believe there were such serious. case findings that an outside investigation 
was warranted· on several issues to include misconduct, ethics/code of conduct issues, use 
of force issues (to include civil rights violation~), non-adherence to law, and the 
loss/destruction of2 or purposeful non-recording· of key evideritiary items .(Unkno.wn 
Items I & 2, Video/.A.udio, April 6,-2014, April 9, 2014, April 12, 2014~the most 
important and critical times in the operation). I believe these issues would shock the 
conscious of the public and greatly embarrass• our agency if they were disclosed. 
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Ultimately, I believe I was removed from my position as Case Agent/Lead Investigator 
for the .Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte, Nevada Investigation because. my management and 
possibly the prosecution team believed I would properly disclose these embarrassing and 
substantive issues on the .stand .and under oath ·at trial (if I was asked), because my 
supervision believed I had contacted others about this misconduct (Congress, possibly the 
defense and press) and possibly audio recorded them, because I had uncovered, reported, 
and objected to suspected violations of law, ethics directives, policy, and the code of 
conduct, and because-I was-critical ·of the misconduct of a particular BLM SAC. This is 
despite having already testified in Federal Grand Jury and being on the trial witness list. 

The purpose of this narrative is not to take up for or defend the actions .of the subjects of 
this investigation. To get an· idea• of the relevant historical facts, conduct of the subjects 
of the investigation and contributing factors, you may consider familiarizing yourself 
with the 2014 Gold Butte. Timeline (which I authored) and the uncovered facts of this 
investigation. The :investigation revealed that many of the subjects likely knowingly and 
willingly ignored, obstructed, and/orattempted to unlawfully thwart the associated 
Federal Court Orders through their specific-actions and veiled threats, and that many of 
the subjects also likely violated several laws. This investigation also showed that subjects 
of the investigation in part adopted an aggressive and bully type strategy that ultimately 
led to tb'e shutdown ofl-15, where many armed followers of Cliven Bundy brandished 
and pointed weapons ·at .Federal Officers and Agents in the Toquop Wash near 
Bunkerville, Nevada, on April 12, 2014, in .a dangerous, high risk,. high profile national 
incident. This investigation further indicated that instead of Cliven Bundy properly using 
the court·system or other avenues to properly address his grievances, he chose an illegal, 
uncivilized, and dangerous strategy in w~ich a tragedy was narrowly and thankfully 
avoided. 

Additionally, it should be noted that I was also personally subjected to Whistleblowing 
Discouragement~ Retaliation, ·and Intimidation.. Threatening and questionable behaviors 
included the following: Invasion of Privacy, Search and S~izure, Harassment, 
Intimidation, Bullying, Blacklisting, Religious "tests,'' and Rude and Condescending 
Language. Simply put,· I believe I ~as expected to keep quiet as a condition of my 
continued employment, any future promotions,. future awards, or a favorable 
recommendation to another employer. • 

During the course of the investigation, I determined that any disagreement with the BLM 
SAC, or any reporting of his many likely embarrassing, unethical/unprofessional actions 
and misconduct was th.ought to be career destroying. Time and time again, I came to 
believe that the BLM SAC's subordinates and peers were afraid to correct him or 
properly report bis misconduct(despite a duty to act) out of fear for their own jobs and 
reputation. . 

S~metimes·; I felt these issues (described in -depth below) were reported to me by senior 
BLM OLES management and line Rangers/Agents/employees because they· personally 
didn'.t like a particular.BLM.SAC (although, some oftbese same people seemed to flatter, 
buddy up to, openly like, andprotect the BLM.SAC). Sometimes, I thought BLM OLES 
management wanted to talk about these actions· because they thought these blatant 
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inappropriate acts by a BLM SAC and others were funny. Sometimes, I thought the 
reporting parties-wanted the misconduct corrected and the truth to come to light, but they 
were afraid/unwilling to report and correct the -miscond1;1ct themselves. Sometimes, I 
thought the reporting parties-just wanted to ·get the issues· off their-chest. Sometimes, I 
thought supervisors wanted to report the misconduct tome, so they could later say they 
did report it (since I was the Case Agent/Lead Investigator). Therefore, in their mind 
limit their liability to correct and report the misconduct and issues. However, it was 
confusing that at the same time, I thought some of thc;se repQrting parties (particularly in 
management) sought deniability and didn't want to go ,con the record.'' These same 
reporting/witnessing parties in most cases apparently refused to correct .the ·miscenduct 
and further report it to higher level supervision, the Office of Inspector General, and the 
U.S. Attorney's Office (as required/necessary) .and even discouraged me from further 
reporting and .correcting the issues. When I did try to correct and further report the. .issues 
as I believed appropriate ·and necessary, these same ·supervisors (who were 
reporting/witnessing parties) acted confused and unaware. IBtimately., I became. an 
outcast and was retaliated against. 

I also. feel there. are: likely a great many other issues tbat ·even· I am not aware of, that were 
likely disclosed or known to my supervisor, at least two other 'BLM SACs,. the former 
BLM SAC''s subordinates, and the former BLM OLES Director. In addition to the 
witnesses I identify, I would also recommend interviews with the BLM OLES Chief of 
the Office. of Professional Responsibility/Internal Affairs and I would recommend­
reviews of my chain of command~s emails-and text messages. 

Unfortunately, I also believe that the U.S. Attorney's Office Prosecution Team may have 
adopted an inappropriate under the table/unofficial policy of ~'preferred ignorance" fu 
regard to the likely gross misconduct .on the ·part of .senior management from the, BLM 
Office of Law Enforcement and· Security and Discovery/Exculpatory related trial ~sues. 

What indicated to me there was likely deception and a fail~· to act on the part of my 
supervision was the actions, comments,, .and ·questions of seiµor BLM Law Enforcement 
Officials, comments by the BLM' s Chief of the Office of Professional Responsibility 
(Internal Affairs), and the pretrial Giglio/Henthorn Review. 

Additionally, actions, comments, and questions by the U.S .. Attorney's Office Lead 
Prosecutor, the strategy to deny the Dav.e-Bundy iPad evidence from coming to light., the 
direction by a BLM ASAC for me not to speak with-any member of the Prosecution 
Team, and factually deceptive/in~orrect talking points (snipers, Bl,llldy property, Bundy 
cattle overall health, etc.), indicated to me the Prosecution Team wanted to possibly and 
purposefully remain ignorant of some of the case facts and possibly use unethical legal 
tricks to prevent the appropriate release of substantive/exculpatory and bias/impeachment 
material. I believe that it is more likely than not, that th~re was not only a lack of due 
clilig~nce by the Prosecution Team in identifying and locating exculpatory material, but 
there was also a desire to purposely stay ignorant (Which my chain of command was 
happy to go along with) of some of the. i~~ues· and likely an inappropriate strategy to not 
disclose substantive material to the Defense Counsel and initiate any necessary civil 
rights related-or internal investigations. Furthermore, I was surprised about the-lack of 
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Defense Counsel questions apout critical vulnerabilities in the case that should have been 
disclosed to the Defense in a timely manner. It is my belief that the Defen~e Counsel was 
simply ignorant of these issues. 

Also, please keep in mind tha~ I am not an "Internal Affairs," "Inspector General," or 
"Office of Professional Responsibility Investig~tor." Therefore, I couldn't, and can't 
in~ependently conduct investigations into government law enforcement 
personnel. Additionally, I haven't been formally trained on internal . 
investigations. Therefore, my perception, the opinions I offer, and the fact pattern that I 
found relevant was gained from my experience as a regular line investigator and former 
uniformed patrol and Field Training Officer (FTO)~ 

Each, and every :time I came across any potential criminal, ethical, or policy related issue, 
in the course of my duties as the DOI/BLM Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the Gold 
Butte/Cliven Bundy Nevada Investigation; I reported the issues up my chain of command 
with the intent to run an independent and unbiased, professional investigation, as I was 
instructed. Later, I determined my chain of command was likely already aware of many 
of these issues and were likely not reporting those issues to the prosecution team and 
higher headquarters. Later, I also was informed by the BLM Office of Professional 
Responsibility (QPR) Chief that any issues that had anything to do wi_th a particular 
favored BLM SAC, the BLM OLES Director looked at himself instead of QPR. The O~R 
Chief told me he was shut out of those types of inquiries. I noted in the pre-trial 
Giglio/Henthorn Review that this appeared to be accurate. I also noted that these types of 
issues I discovered apparently weren't properly investigated as required. The bad joke I 
heard around the office was that the BLM SAC lmew where the BLM OLES Director had 
buried the prOstitutes body and that is why the BLM OLES Director protects him. 

I lmow good people make mistakes, are sometilJl:eS immature and use bad judgement. I · 
do it all the time. • I am not addressing simple issues here. However, some simple issues 
are included to indicate a wide spread pattern, openly condoned 
prohibited/unprofessional conduct and an inappropriate familiar and carnival 
atmosphere. Additionally, the refusal to correcfthese simple issues and conduct 
discrepancies, harassment, and ultimately cover-ups and retaliation are indicated and 
explained throughout this document. 

Since I wasn't a supervisor and _since I was one of the most junior criminal investigators 
in our agency, I tried to positively influence those above me by my example and discrete 
one on one mentoring and urging. I simply wanted the offensive and case/agency 
destructive conduct to stop, to correct the record where appropriate, and inform those 
who we had a duty to inform of the potential wrong-doing. I attempted to positively 
influence my management" in the most respectful and least visible way possible. In order 
to accomplish this, I adopted a praise in public and counsel in private approa~h. When 
. that failed to work for the long term., I had to become more "matter of fact" (but always 
respectful), when that failed to work I resorted to documenting the instances and 
discussions. Later, I resorted to official government email to make a_permanent record of 
the issues. When this failed to deter the offensive conduct or instigate appropriate action 
by my supervision, I had to notify others and identify witnesses. I respected and stayed 
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• within my chain of command until I was expressly forbidden from contacting the U.S. 
Attorney's Office and my requests to speak with the BLM OLES Director went 
unanswered. 

Simply put, as a law enforcement officer, I can :it allow injustices and cover-ups to go 
unreported at half .. truths and skewed-narratives ·go unopposed. I have learned that when 
conduct of this sort isn't corrected, then by default it is ·condoned, and it becomes 
unofficial policy. When I determined there were severe issues that hurt more-than just 
me, and I determined that my ~pervision apparently lacked the character to correct the 
situation, I knew that duty fell to me. I still felt I could accomplish this duty without 
embarrassing my supervision, bringing shame on our agency, or creating a fatal flaw in 
our investigation . 

.Initially, I felt I could ·simply mentor and properly influence my supervision to do the 
right thing. Time and time again, I urged my supervision to correct actions and counsel 
individuals· who participate in conduct damaging to our agency and possibly destructive 
to the integrity of our case or .~ture investigations. I ~ttempted to urge. my supervision to 
report certain information to senior BLM management and the U.S. Attomey,s 
·Office. Note:· Evidence of some of this offensive conduct is potentially available through 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests and subject to a Litigation Hold, may be 
considered Exculpatory Material in trial discovery process, and may be .subject to federal 
records protections. Additionally, in many instances, I can provide evidenceJ identify the 
location ·of evidence and identify witnesses. 

Ultimately, in addition to .discovering crimes likely committed by those targeted in the 
investigation, I found that likely a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge recklessly and against 
advisement from the U.S. Attorney's Office and apparent direction from the BLM 
Deputy Director set in motion a chain of ~vents that nearly resulted in an American 
tragedy and mass loss oflife. Additionally, I determined that reckless and unprofessional 
conduct within BLM Law Enforcement supervisory staff was apparently widespread, 
widely knewn and even likely "covered up." I also found that in virtually every case, 
BLM senior law enforcement management knew of the suspected issues with this BLM 
SAC, but were either too afraid of retaliation,. or lacked the character to report and/or 
correct the suspected issues. 

Note: This entire docqment was constructed without the aid of my original notes due to 
their seizure by a BLM Assistant Special Agent'e'in-Charge outside of my presence and 
without my knowledge or permission. Additionally, I was aggressively questioned 
regarding the belief that I may have audio recorded'BLM OLES management regarding 
thei,r answers concerning this and other issues. All dates, times, and quotes are 
approximate and made to the best of my ability and memory. I'm sure there are more 
noteworthy items that I can't recall at the time I constructed this document. Also 
Note: Tlze other likely report worthy items were seized from me on February 18, 2017, 
and are believed to be in the possession of a BLM ASAC. I recommend these items be 
safeguarded and reviewed. 
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As the case agent/lead investigator for the DOI in the Cliven Bundy investigation out of 
the District ofNevada, I became aware ofa great number of instances when seniorBLM 
OLES leadership-were Iikelyinvolved in Gross Mismanagement and Abuse of 
Authority (which may have posed a substantial and specific threat to employee and 
public safety as well ;as wrongfully. denied the public Constitutionally protected 
rights). The BLM OLES leadership and others may 'have also violated Merit System 
Principles (Fair/Equitable Treatment,. High Standards of Conduct~ Failing to Manage 
Employee Perfonnance· by Failing to Address Poor Performance and Unprofessional 
Conduct, Potential Unjust Political Influence, and Whistleblower Retaliation), 
Prohibited Personnel Practices (Retaliation Against Whistleblowers, Retaliation 
Against Employees that Exercise ·Their Rights, Violation of Rules that Support the Merit 
System Principles; Enforcement of Policies (unwritten) that Don't Allow 
Whistleblo}Vlllg), Ethics Roles (Putting Forth an Honest Effort in the Performance of 
Duties, the Obligation to Disclose Waste, Fraud, Abuse, and Corruption, Endeavoring to 
Avoid Any Action that Creates the Appearance that there is a Violation of the Law, and 
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees), BLM OLES Code of Conduct (Faithfully 
Striving, to Abide by all Laws, Rules, Regulations1 and Customs Governing the 
Performance··ofDuties,. Potentially Violating Laws and ·Regulations in a Unique. Position 
of High Pubic Trust .and Integrity of Profession and Confidence of the Public, Peers, 
S"upervisors,. and Society in General, Knowingly Committing Acts. in· the Conduct of 
Official Business and/or in Personal Life that Subjects the Department of Interior to 
Public· Censure and/or Adverse Criticism, Conducting all Investigations and Law 
Enforcetnent Functions Impartially and Thoroughly and Reporting the Results Thereof 
Fully, Objectively, and Accurately, and Potentially Using Greater Force than Necessary 
in Accomplishing the Mission of the Department), BLM Values (To· serve with honesty, 
integrity,,accountability, respect, courage and comniitment to make a difference), BLM 
Guiding Principles· (to respect, value, and support our ,employees. To pursue excellence 
in business· practices,. improve accountability to our ·stake holders and deliver better 
service to· our customers), BLM OLES General Order 38 (Internal Affairs 
Investigation~), Departmental and Agency P9licies (BLM Director Neil Komze Policy 
on Equal Opportunity and the Prevention of Harassment dated January 19, 2016., DOI 
Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Promoting an Ethical Culture dated June 15, 2016, DOI 
Secretary Sally Jewell Poli~y on Equal Opportunity in the Workplace dated September 
14, 2016, DOI Deputy 'Secretary of Interior Michael Connor Policy on Workplace 
Conduct dated October 4, 2016, DOI Secretary Ryan Zinke Policy on Strengthening the 
Department's Ethical Culture dated March 2, 2017, DOI Secretary Ryan Zinke Policy on 
Harassment dated April 12, ·2017; Memorandum dated December 12, 2013~ from Acting 
DOI De~ty Assistant Secretary for Human Capital and Diversity Mary F. Pletcher titled 
"The Wh1stleblower 'Protection Enhancement Act of 2012 and Non-Disclosure Policies, 
Forms, Agreements, and Acknowledgements, Email Guidance by Deputy Secretary of 
Interior David Bernhardt titled ''Month One· Message,'' dated August 1 ~ 2017, Email 
Guidance by Deputy Secretary of Interior David B~bardt titled "Month Two Message,~, 
dated September 22, 2017, BLM Acting Deputy Director of Operations John Rubs 
guidance contained in ·an Email titled '7hank You for Making a Difference,'' dated 
September 29., 2017,_ which referenced BLM Values· and Guiding Principles, BLM/DOI 
Email and Computer Ethical Rules of Behavior, BLM "Zero Tolerance'' Policy . 
Regarding Inappropriate Use of the Intemett 18 USC 1663 Protection. of Public· Records 
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and Documents. 18 USC 4 Misprison of a Felony> 18 USC 1519 DestructiQn, Alteration, 
or Falsification of Records in Federal Investigations, 18 USC 241 Conspiracy Against 
Rights, 18 USC 242 Deprivation of Rights Under Color of Law, 43· US'Ci 1733 (c}(l) 
Federal Land Policy Management Act, 43 USC 315 (a) Taylor Grazing Act, 5 USC 2302 
Whistleblower Protections~Prohibited Per~onnel Practices!Whistleblower 
Protection/Enhancement Acts, 5 CFR 2635 Gifts. Between·Employees, 5 USC 7211 . 
Employees.Rights to Petition Congress, and Public Law 112-199 ofNovember-27, 2012. 

Additionally, the BLM Criminal Investigator/Special Agent Position Description 
(LE140) in part states the following: "Comprehensive.and. professional knowledgt, of the 
laws, rules, and regulations which govern the protection of public lands under juri&diction 
of the Bureau of land Management, and their applicability on a national basis,"{under 
Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the Position), ''Knowledge. of the. various methods,. 
procedures, .and techniques applicable to complex investigations-and other law 
enforcement activities required in the protection of natural resources on public land. The 
applicable methods, procedures, and techniques selected require a high degree of 
judgement that recognizes sensitivity to the violations, as allege~· discretion in the 
manner that evidence. and facts· are developed, and-an aw~ness -of all ramifications of a 
criminal investigation. The. incwnbent must have the ability to .establjsh the · 
interrelationship of facts and evidence. and to present findings in reports that are clear., 
concise, accurate, and timely submitted for appropriate review and action." (under Factor 
1, Knowledge Required by the. Position), "Comprehensive knowledge of current and 
present court decisions, criminal rules ofevidence, constitutional law, and court 
.procedures to befollowed in criminal-matter~, formal. hearings.and-administrative matters 
in order to apply court and constitutional requirements during .the conduct of an 
investigation and to effectively testify-on behalf of the Government.',. (under Factor ls 
Knowledge Required by the Position), ''great discretion must be taken to avoid 
entrapment. of s~ects and to protect the int~grity of the investigation" (under Factor 4s 
Complexity), and "The incumbentmust be able to safely utilize .firearm~ .... " (Factor 8~ 
Physical Demands) 

Please also note the. poten.tial Constitutional issues regarding '):eligious tests," search and 
seizure, and spe.ech/assembly protections. 

Please further note the following Rules of Criminal Procedure/Evidence: Memorandum. 
of Department Prosecutors dated January 4, 2010, from David W. Ogden to the D~puty 
Attorney General, Rule I 6, 18 USC 3500-the Jencks-Act, the.Brady Rule, Giglio~ U~S. 
Attorney's Manuel 9-5.001 Policy Regarding Disclosure .of Exculpatory and 
• Impeachment Informatio~ 9:..5 .100 Policy Regarding the Disclosure to Prosecutors of 
Potential Impeachment Information Concerning Law Enfor_cement Agency·Witnesses, 
American Bar Assooiation Standards 3-1.2 The Function of the Prosecutor, 3-2.8 
Relations with the Courts and Bar, 3-3.1 Conflict of Interest, 3-3.11 Disclosure of 
Evidence by the Prosecutor, 3~5.6 Presentation of Evidence, and 3-6.2 Information 
Relevant to Sentencing. 

Case Details: 2-year/10 .. month case, app:ro,ci.mately 570 DOI Exhibits/Follow.-on Tum.­
in Items, approximately 508 DOI Identifi~d Individuals ... 19 Defendants 
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United States Department of the Interior 

 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Washington, D.C.  20240 
http://www.blm.gov  

 
June 27, 2019 

 
 
In Reply Refer To: 
1278-FOIA (640) 
FOIA# 2017-00042 
 
Mr. Larry Klayman 
Freedom Watch, Inc. 
2020 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW., Suite 345 
Washington, DC  20006 
 
Dear Mr. Klayman, 
 
This letter is in response to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, dated October 20, 2017. 
The tracking number is 2017-00042. In your letter, you asked for 22 itemized sets of record relating in 
any way to Cliven Bundy. 
 
While we continue to review additional records that are responsive to your requests, we are writing to 
provide you an Interim Response to your request.  For this interim release, after Agency Exemption (b) 
(6) review, 682 pages were determined to be duplicative or not responsive to your request. Portions of 
approximately 682 pages are being withheld under FOIA Exemption 5, Exemption 6 and Exemption 7.  
 
Exemption (b)(5) 
 
Exemption 5 allows an agency to withhold “inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which 
would not be available by law to a party... in litigation with the agency.”  5 U.S.C. § 552 (b) (5); see Nat’l 
Labor Relations Bd. v. Sears Roebuck & Co., 421 U.S. 132, 149 (1975).  Exemption 5 therefore 
incorporates the privileges that protect materials from discovery in litigation, including the deliberative 
process, attorney work-product, attorney-client, and commercial information privileges. 
 
Deliberative Process Privilege 
 
The deliberative process privilege protects the decision-making process of government agencies and 
encourages the “frank exchange of ideas on legal or policy matters” by ensuring agencies are not “forced 
to operate in a fish bowl.”  Mead Data Cent., Inc. v. United States Dep’t of the Air Force, 566 F.2d 242, 
256 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (internal citations omitted).  A number of policy purposes have been attributed to the 
deliberative process privilege.  Among the most important are to:  (1) “assure that subordinates . . . will 
feel free to provide the decision-maker with their uninhibited opinions and recommendations;” (2) 
“protect against premature disclosure of proposed policies;” and (3) “protect against confusing the issues 
and misleading the public.”  Coastal States Gas Corp. v. United States Dep’t of Energy, 617 F.2d 854, 
866 (D.C. Cir. 1980).  The deliberative process privilege protects materials that are both pre-decisional 
and deliberative.  The privilege covers records that “reflect the give-and-take of the consultative process” 
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and may include:  “recommendations, draft documents, proposals, suggestions, and other subjective 
documents which reflect the personal opinions of the writer rather than the policy of the agency.”  Id.  
 
The materials that have been withheld under the deliberative process privilege of Exemption 5 are both 
pre-decisional and deliberative.  They do not contain or represent formal or informal agency policies or 
decisions.  They are the result of frank and open discussions among employees of the Department of the 
Interior.  Information being partially redacted in accordance with the deliberative process includes emails 
among employees, and between employees and their supervisors, discussing personal opinions, 
recommendations, and proposed changes to draft documents.  Their contents have been held confidential 
by all parties and public dissemination of this information would have a chilling effect on the agency’s 
deliberative processes; expose the agency’s decision-making process in such a way as to discourage 
candid discussion within the agency, and thereby undermine its ability to perform its mandated functions. 
 
The Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(c) (7), which provides that “for good cause shown…a trade secret 
or other confidential research, development or commercial information” is protected from discovery. This 
qualified privilege is available “at least to the extent that this information is generated by the Government 
itself in the process leading up to the awarding of a contract. The materials being withheld under 
commercial privilege of Exemption 5 are conference call numbers and passcodes. The sensitivity and 
disclosure of the conference numbers and passcodes would inflict harm upon the Government and its 
normal course of business. 
 
Exemption (b) (6) 
 
Exemption 6 allows an agency to withhold “personnel and medical files and similar files the disclosure of 
which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.” 5 U.S.C. § 552(b) (6).  The 
phrase “similar files” covers any agency records containing information about a particular individual that 
can be identified as applying to that individual.  See United States Dept of State v. Washington Post Co., 
456 U.S. 595, 602 (1982).  To determine whether releasing records containing information about a 
particular individual would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, we are required 
to balance the privacy interest that would be affected by disclosure against any public interest in the 
information.  See United States Dep't of Justice v. Reporters Comm. for Freedom of Press, 489 U.S. 749, 
773-75 (1989). 
 
Under the FOIA, “the only relevant public interest” to consider under the exemption is “the extent to 
which the information sought would ‘shed light on an agency’s performance of its statutory duties’ or 
otherwise let citizens ‘know what their government is up to.’”  United States Dept. of Def. v. Fed. Labor 
Relations Auth., 510 U.S. 487, 495-96 (1994) (quoting Reporters Comm., 489 U.S. at 775).  The burden is 
on the requester to establish that disclosure would serve the public interest.  See National Archives and 
Records Admin. v. Favish, 541 U.S. 157, 171-72 (2004).  When the privacy interest at stake and the 
public interest in disclosure have been determined, the two competing interests must be weighed against 
one another to determine which the greater result of disclosure is:  the harm to personal privacy or the 
benefit to the public.  The purposes for which the request for information is made do not impact this 
balancing test, as a release of information requested under the FOIA constitutes a release to the general 
public.  See Reporters Comm., 489 U.S. at 771. The information that has been withheld under Exemption 
6 consists of personal information including: buyer’s cities and states, and phone numbers. 
 
Exemption 7 
 
Exemption 7 protects from disclosure “records or information compiled for law enforcement purposes” if 
the records fall within one or more of six specific bases for withholding set forth in in subparts (a) 
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through (f). 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(7)(a)-(f). We are withholding records in full or in part under Exemption 7 
because they are protected under the following subparts:  
 
Exemption 7(C) protects law enforcement records if their release could reasonably be expected to 
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. It is regularly applied to withhold references to 
individuals in law enforcement files. For the materials that have been withheld under 7(C), we have 
determined that releasing them would constitute an unwarranted invasion of privacy because they identify 
individuals referenced in law enforcement records and the release of this information would not shed light 
on an agency’s performance of its statutory duties.    
 
Exemption 7(F) protects law enforcement records if their release would disclose techniques and 
procedures for law enforcement investigation or prosecutions, or would disclose guidelines for law 
enforcement investigations or prosecutions if the disclosure could reasonably be expected to risk 
circumvention of the law. For the materials that have been withheld under 7(F), we have determined that 
they are disclosure could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of individuals, 
undercover agents and or witnesses subject to violent reprisal.  
 
Ryan Witt, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) FOIA Officer, is responsible for this partial denial. Leah 
Bernhardi ,Attorney Advisor in the Office of the Solicitor, was consulted. 
 
For your information, Congress excluded three discrete categories of law enforcement and national 
security records from the requirements of the FOIA.  See 5 U.S.C. § 552(c) (2006 & Supp. IV (2010).  
This response is limited to those records that are subject to the requirements of the FOIA.  This is a 
standard notification that is given to all our requesters and should not be taken as an indication that 
excluded records do, or do not, exist. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Ryan Witt, Chief 
Division of Intergovernmental and  
External Affairs 
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United States Department of the Interior 

 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Washington, D.C.  20240 
http://www.blm.gov  

 
July 26, 2019 

 
 
In Reply Refer To: 
1278-FOIA (640) 
FOIA# 2017-00042 
 
Mr. Larry Klayman 
Freedom Watch, Inc. 
2020 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 345 
Washington, DC  20006 
 
Dear Mr. Klayman, 
 
This letter is in response to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, dated October 20, 2017. 
The tracking number is 2017-00042. In your letter, you asked for 22 itemized sets of record relating in 
any way to Cliven Bundy. 
 
We reviewed 860 pages for this release. Approximately 551 pages are being partially withheld under 
FOIA Exemptions 5, 6 and 7 respectively. 157 pages were withheld in full. This is the final release. 
 
Exemption (b) (5) 
 
Exemption 5 allows an agency to withhold “inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which 
would not be available by law to a party... in litigation with the agency.”  5 U.S.C. § 552 (b) (5); see Nat’l 
Labor Relations Bd. v. Sears Roebuck & Co., 421 U.S. 132, 149 (1975).  Exemption 5 therefore 
incorporates the privileges that protect materials from discovery in litigation, including the deliberative 
process, attorney work-product, attorney-client, and commercial information privileges. 
 
Deliberative Process Privilege 
 
The deliberative process privilege protects the decision-making process of government agencies and 
encourages the “frank exchange of ideas on legal or policy matters” by ensuring agencies are not “forced 
to operate in a fish bowl.”  Mead Data Cent., Inc. v. United States Dep’t of the Air Force, 566 F.2d 242, 
256 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (internal citations omitted).  A number of policy purposes have been attributed to the 
deliberative process privilege.  Among the most important are to:  (1) “assure that subordinates . . . will 
feel free to provide the decision-maker with their uninhibited opinions and recommendations;” (2) 
“protect against premature disclosure of proposed policies;” and (3) “protect against confusing the issues 
and misleading the public.”  Coastal States Gas Corp. v. United States Dep’t of Energy, 617 F.2d 854, 
866 (D.C. Cir. 1980).  The deliberative process privilege protects materials that are both pre-decisional 
and deliberative.  The privilege covers records that “reflect the give-and-take of the consultative process” 
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and may include:  “recommendations, draft documents, proposals, suggestions, and other subjective 
documents which reflect the personal opinions of the writer rather than the policy of the agency.”  Id.  
 
The materials that have been withheld under the deliberative process privilege of Exemption 5 are both 
pre-decisional and deliberative.  They do not contain or represent formal or informal agency policies or 
decisions.  They are the result of frank and open discussions among employees of the Department of the 
Interior.  Information being partially redacted in accordance with the deliberative process includes emails 
among employees, and between employees and their supervisors, discussing personal opinions, 
recommendations, and proposed changes to draft documents.  Their contents have been held confidential 
by all parties and public dissemination of this information would have a chilling effect on the agency’s 
deliberative processes; expose the agency’s decision-making process in such a way as to discourage 
candid discussion within the agency, and thereby undermine its ability to perform its mandated functions. 
 
The Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(c) (7), which provides that “for good cause shown…a trade secret 
or other confidential research, development or commercial information” is protected from discovery. This 
qualified privilege is available “at least to the extent that this information is generated by the Government 
itself in the process leading up to the awarding of a contract. The materials being withheld under 
commercial privilege of Exemption 5 are conference call numbers and passcodes. The sensitivity and 
disclosure of the conference numbers and passcodes would inflict harm upon the Government and its 
normal course of business. 
 
 
 
Exemption (b) (6) 
 
Exemption 6 allows an agency to withhold “personnel and medical files and similar files the disclosure of 
which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.” 5 U.S.C. § 552(b) (6).  The 
phrase “similar files” covers any agency records containing information about a particular individual that 
can be identified as applying to that individual.  See United States Dept of State v. Washington Post Co., 
456 U.S. 595, 602 (1982).  To determine whether releasing records containing information about a 
particular individual would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, we are required 
to balance the privacy interest that would be affected by disclosure against any public interest in the 
information.  See United States Dep't of Justice v. Reporters Comm. for Freedom of Press, 489 U.S. 749, 
773-75 (1989). 
 
Under the FOIA, “the only relevant public interest” to consider under the exemption is “the extent to 
which the information sought would ‘shed light on an agency’s performance of its statutory duties’ or 
otherwise let citizens ‘know what their government is up to.’”  United States Dept. of Def. v. Fed. Labor 
Relations Auth., 510 U.S. 487, 495-96 (1994) (quoting Reporters Comm., 489 U.S. at 775).  The burden is 
on the requester to establish that disclosure would serve the public interest.  See National Archives and 
Records Admin. v. Favish, 541 U.S. 157, 171-72 (2004).  When the privacy interest at stake and the 
public interest in disclosure have been determined, the two competing interests must be weighed against 
one another to determine which the greater result of disclosure is:  the harm to personal privacy or the 
benefit to the public.  The purposes for which the request for information is made do not impact this 
balancing test, as a release of information requested under the FOIA constitutes a release to the general 
public.  See Reporters Comm., 489 U.S. at 771. The information that has been withheld under Exemption 
6 consists of personal information including: buyer’s cities and states, and phone numbers. 
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Exemption 7 
 
Exemption 7(C) protects law enforcement records if their release could reasonably be expected to 
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. It is regularly applied to withhold references to 
individuals in law enforcement files. For the materials that have been withheld under 7(C), we have 
determined that releasing them would constitute an unwarranted invasion of privacy because they identify 
individuals referenced in law enforcement records and the release of this information would not shed light 
on an agency’s performance of its statutory duties.    
 
Exemption 7(F) protects law enforcement records if their release would disclose techniques and 
procedures for law enforcement investigation or prosecutions, or would disclose guidelines for law 
enforcement investigations or prosecutions if the disclosure could reasonably be expected to risk 
circumvention of the law. For the materials that have been withheld under 7(F), we have determined that 
they are disclosure could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of individuals, 
undercover agents and or witnesses subject to violent reprisal.  
 
Ryan Witt, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) FOIA Officer, is responsible for this partial denial. Leah 
Bernhardi ,Attorney Advisor in the Office of the Solicitor, was consulted. 
 
For your information, Congress excluded three discrete categories of law enforcement and national 
security records from the requirements of the FOIA.  See 5 U.S.C. § 552(c) (2006 & Supp. IV (2010).  
This response is limited to those records that are subject to the requirements of the FOIA.  This is a 
standard notification that is given to all our requesters and should not be taken as an indication that 
excluded records do, or do not, exist. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Ryan Witt, Chief 
Division of Intergovernmental and  
External Affairs 
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United States Department of the Interior 

 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Washington, D.C.  20240 
http://www.blm.gov  

 
July 26, 2019 

 
 
In Reply Refer To: 
1278-FOIA (640) 
FOIA# 2017-00042 
 
Mr. Larry Klayman 
Freedom Watch, Inc. 
2020 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 345 
Washington, DC  20006 
 
Dear Mr. Klayman, 
 
This letter is in response to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, dated October 20, 2017. 
The tracking number is 2017-00042. In your letter, you asked for 22 itemized sets of record relating in 
any way to Cliven Bundy. 
 
We reviewed 860 pages for this release. Approximately 551 pages are being partially withheld under 
FOIA Exemptions 5, 6 and 7 respectively. 157 pages were withheld in full. This is the final release. 
 
Exemption (b) (5) 
 
Exemption 5 allows an agency to withhold “inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which 
would not be available by law to a party... in litigation with the agency.”  5 U.S.C. § 552 (b) (5); see Nat’l 
Labor Relations Bd. v. Sears Roebuck & Co., 421 U.S. 132, 149 (1975).  Exemption 5 therefore 
incorporates the privileges that protect materials from discovery in litigation, including the deliberative 
process, attorney work-product, attorney-client, and commercial information privileges. 
 
Deliberative Process Privilege 
 
The deliberative process privilege protects the decision-making process of government agencies and 
encourages the “frank exchange of ideas on legal or policy matters” by ensuring agencies are not “forced 
to operate in a fish bowl.”  Mead Data Cent., Inc. v. United States Dep’t of the Air Force, 566 F.2d 242, 
256 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (internal citations omitted).  A number of policy purposes have been attributed to the 
deliberative process privilege.  Among the most important are to:  (1) “assure that subordinates . . . will 
feel free to provide the decision-maker with their uninhibited opinions and recommendations;” (2) 
“protect against premature disclosure of proposed policies;” and (3) “protect against confusing the issues 
and misleading the public.”  Coastal States Gas Corp. v. United States Dep’t of Energy, 617 F.2d 854, 
866 (D.C. Cir. 1980).  The deliberative process privilege protects materials that are both pre-decisional 
and deliberative.  The privilege covers records that “reflect the give-and-take of the consultative process” 
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and may include:  “recommendations, draft documents, proposals, suggestions, and other subjective 
documents which reflect the personal opinions of the writer rather than the policy of the agency.”  Id.  
 
The materials that have been withheld under the deliberative process privilege of Exemption 5 are both 
pre-decisional and deliberative.  They do not contain or represent formal or informal agency policies or 
decisions.  They are the result of frank and open discussions among employees of the Department of the 
Interior.  Information being partially redacted in accordance with the deliberative process includes emails 
among employees, and between employees and their supervisors, discussing personal opinions, 
recommendations, and proposed changes to draft documents.  Their contents have been held confidential 
by all parties and public dissemination of this information would have a chilling effect on the agency’s 
deliberative processes; expose the agency’s decision-making process in such a way as to discourage 
candid discussion within the agency, and thereby undermine its ability to perform its mandated functions. 
 
The Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(c) (7), which provides that “for good cause shown…a trade secret 
or other confidential research, development or commercial information” is protected from discovery. This 
qualified privilege is available “at least to the extent that this information is generated by the Government 
itself in the process leading up to the awarding of a contract. The materials being withheld under 
commercial privilege of Exemption 5 are conference call numbers and passcodes. The sensitivity and 
disclosure of the conference numbers and passcodes would inflict harm upon the Government and its 
normal course of business. 
 
 
 
Exemption (b) (6) 
 
Exemption 6 allows an agency to withhold “personnel and medical files and similar files the disclosure of 
which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.” 5 U.S.C. § 552(b) (6).  The 
phrase “similar files” covers any agency records containing information about a particular individual that 
can be identified as applying to that individual.  See United States Dept of State v. Washington Post Co., 
456 U.S. 595, 602 (1982).  To determine whether releasing records containing information about a 
particular individual would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, we are required 
to balance the privacy interest that would be affected by disclosure against any public interest in the 
information.  See United States Dep't of Justice v. Reporters Comm. for Freedom of Press, 489 U.S. 749, 
773-75 (1989). 
 
Under the FOIA, “the only relevant public interest” to consider under the exemption is “the extent to 
which the information sought would ‘shed light on an agency’s performance of its statutory duties’ or 
otherwise let citizens ‘know what their government is up to.’”  United States Dept. of Def. v. Fed. Labor 
Relations Auth., 510 U.S. 487, 495-96 (1994) (quoting Reporters Comm., 489 U.S. at 775).  The burden is 
on the requester to establish that disclosure would serve the public interest.  See National Archives and 
Records Admin. v. Favish, 541 U.S. 157, 171-72 (2004).  When the privacy interest at stake and the 
public interest in disclosure have been determined, the two competing interests must be weighed against 
one another to determine which the greater result of disclosure is:  the harm to personal privacy or the 
benefit to the public.  The purposes for which the request for information is made do not impact this 
balancing test, as a release of information requested under the FOIA constitutes a release to the general 
public.  See Reporters Comm., 489 U.S. at 771. The information that has been withheld under Exemption 
6 consists of personal information including: buyer’s cities and states, and phone numbers. 
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Exemption 7 
 
Exemption 7(C) protects law enforcement records if their release could reasonably be expected to 
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. It is regularly applied to withhold references to 
individuals in law enforcement files. For the materials that have been withheld under 7(C), we have 
determined that releasing them would constitute an unwarranted invasion of privacy because they identify 
individuals referenced in law enforcement records and the release of this information would not shed light 
on an agency’s performance of its statutory duties.    
 
Exemption 7(F) protects law enforcement records if their release would disclose techniques and 
procedures for law enforcement investigation or prosecutions, or would disclose guidelines for law 
enforcement investigations or prosecutions if the disclosure could reasonably be expected to risk 
circumvention of the law. For the materials that have been withheld under 7(F), we have determined that 
they are disclosure could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of individuals, 
undercover agents and or witnesses subject to violent reprisal.  
 
Ryan Witt, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) FOIA Officer, is responsible for this partial denial. Leah 
Bernhardi ,Attorney Advisor in the Office of the Solicitor, was consulted. 
 
For your information, Congress excluded three discrete categories of law enforcement and national 
security records from the requirements of the FOIA.  See 5 U.S.C. § 552(c) (2006 & Supp. IV (2010).  
This response is limited to those records that are subject to the requirements of the FOIA.  This is a 
standard notification that is given to all our requesters and should not be taken as an indication that 
excluded records do, or do not, exist. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Ryan Witt, Chief 
Division of Intergovernmental and  
External Affairs 
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J~on ChaJlctL 
Chairman 

'Sincere!). 

£~/-,-
Ch.tintlun 
Subcommittee on the Interior, 
l·.nerg)'. and l:m ironmcnt 
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U.S.9'pertmealeftbe ....... 
Burcalofl.lladM•~ • Office of law Enforcement & Security 

MEMORANDUM OF ACTJYIT)'. 

Date: 

Person Conducting Activity: 

Reference: 

Feb~ 18, 2017 

Collection and review of 
Investigative case materials 

µ<>Id Butte 

On February 18, 2017, , and I collected , ir lectronic and band-written 
case materials. I asked about this ''rumor log," and 1 _) aid it was a list of talking points 
for a conference call with the prosecutors in 2016. He said these notes were in his daily 
calendar which he had at his residence. He agreed to provide those notes after the weekend on 
February 21, 2017. 

At the conclusion of this February 18,2017, meeting, I totd_, __ that he has insider 
knowledge about an ongoing criminal investigation and that he is now removed ftom the case. 
I stated to him that from this point forward he is not to have any contact with any outside party 
about the Bundy case and that be cannot represent the BLM on the case by responding to any 
inquires he receives regarding the case. I said the only person he can discuss the Bundy case 
with is me. and I to]d him that any messages or inquires he receives must be immediately 
forwarded to me to handle. He said he understood and that be would not have any contact with 
anyone about the case. He stated that he has not given case information to any outside party. 

On February 21, 201 t, : • turned in several loose pages of hand written notes he removed 
ftom his calendars. He said the ~ ~~~ calendars contained personal medical infonnation. 
With that hand-over of materials, b said that he had now twned in to me 100% of his 
Gold Butte investigative materials. 

1'111• ,._c u pcop■sq, a£ tll■ otUoe of Wlw ..,....,_,t a■d i■ 1- t,0 )Olar _nc:y, 1t Uld tu OOllt..,t■ -Y DOC De 
o,p<Oduced vs- lll'lCC. penl,Nlal. t11ct r-n 1■ 101t OffZCUL US1t -1' •ftll lt;O di<ICloaure ~o -~lsed .,.,...,.,,. i■ 
Prolllblc.4, "4>11.e .... uaWty te> be dHAoral."'4 b)' I u .•. c. ss2. 
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FCIIIII ffli0.2. t 
(Mlrd\:Z0l2) 

February 21, 2017, I began a review of all~~------ case materials. The notes from 
, endar contained a page written in preparation for a conference call with 
prosecutors on October 14; 2016. The heading on the page read .. Potential Issues/Critical 
Vulnerabilities." The sub-be:adings under these "Critical Vulnerabilities" read: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

I found similarrW:~al tha 
1 

~tg,i preparation for a~ebruary 3, 2017. 
conversation ° ?)( with me and bl • ( about how ,) Jieves that the BLM is 
in violation of the law regarding its law enforcement authority. There is a specific section in 
those notes with the heading .. BLM didn •t tum over required exculpatory materiaVdestroyed 
evidence." The supporting notes below that beading state that the government didn't turn in 
exculpatory infonnation, but the topics listed under that heading (shredded documents at 
dispatch, texts and emails that make officers look unprofessional, gaps in the dispatch audio 
recordings, etc.) were all made known to the prosecution and the defense. This "exculpatory 
evidence., section in his notes didn't contain any previously undisclosed information. 

I then ask! 7vc. bout his claim that the government didn't tum over all its exculpatory 
material. bl ~F). stated that the govemment actually turned in 100% of alt investigative 
findings and materials during the discovery process, but there were just some things that made 
the BLM look bad or couldn't be obtained because they didn't exist. 

f)(C) •wt about f7\IC) ) Ordering Officers to Hann the Bundys 
'1Taske,(7 l about th • ")cjclc.Cliven Bundy in the teeth" comment. He said that BLM 

' ( lb 
I n ould have information about this statement. I then 

called , < eparately. 

Conv;mtion wiW • 
I calle<L;2~1 l. ! to discu ~, ~tatement • cl~irns 1 ~l I\P.Sl""1!( :1 tate about 
kicking Bllt\d.~the teeth. • said that he never heard ~l \{) say that specific statement, 
but he tol<fll ! 7!\~ • hen asked in the past that a statement ike t would be typical of 
soffl • ~Ft'~, ould say. ) ( kemernbers that near the start of the cattle impound in 2014, 
•) old him that he had to get fhe officers motivated for the impound during a briefing. 
told him to say that they were going to go to the heart of the issue or into the belly of the b s 
and gather the ca~ • the wide open rather than doing it in secret. ,,.,,..,,,,_said that he 
remembe,:ed r (T . bT?ught up this ''kick Cliven in the ~eeth" stat~ment ·~un during a 
conversation sometime m the past when~~ • called him to ask if • ould make a 
good witness for the government's case. 

Till• capon i• p.ropeny o~ u,e otu.,. of ,_ D>Co~~P~ ....i 19 1- t0 ~ apnoy1 u anO 1u conc.enu -, ""~ INI 
reproduceel VietlGur. wJu.a peralealcln. TIMI fll)Off S• - ~ 111111 GaLT ud lU dl•closure to lm&UtllorllU!d oenami l• 
prolaUllt.ed. -Uc sval.labillty to be 0-or:alned bys V. a. c. sn. 

davereillymedia
Highlight
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' 
9°~Jfflt~ ==---:-.-:--;~~ 
~ shared an oftk.e with • for at 1 ,~l~~¥m1' also one 

of the participant officers at the 2014 cattle impound. '----~---.,..,ften • ~n 
the topics of the B ~Wf:lA,~pound, Dave Bundy's arrest o ~l6, 2014, and 1/ > (b 

leadership fail~. bl c l 
1

' 1said that one time he relayed to l • • that he heard b 1 <' 
deliver a speech meant to be m ~~tionaJ t all the officers at the first briefing of the impound 
on the morning of ny.' 5, 2014. ~)\ l. (bl said that-.,as speaking to all the officers at 
the briefing, and J • ' personality is very meas,Ed, calm and deltl>erate. ~~ntly (6 

{ 
wanted more passion behind the message, sot! 'n eliberatelf interrupted ,2~~ front of 
everyone and delirfired this message t the o cers. "r, • touldn't recall to H~"' i, the 
exact language l Clll Jl8id, but be told l

7
~r.: • thatt U) told the officers that they weren't 

going to gather cattle on the fringes but that they were going to do it right in front of Cliven 
Bundy to let him .know they were serious about it. 

speech was like a halftime pep talk delivered by a coach to motivati his 
players. . 1..:.said that be tol , ,7 vr, during this conversation that it was like > ,:Was 
saying to the officers that they were not going ~ffl b intm'ffim from Bundy an that 
they w~oi to kick him in the mouth, but b l ' ( told f~ -• that exact phrase wa ~ 
used b~) • was just trying to conceive of a phrase to tell , /7".P, )hat meant . b 

didn't want e officers to shy away from any opposition from the Bundys and that they were 
serious about gathering the cattle in the wide open light of day rather than hiding in the 
shadows to conduct the impound. 

1 ). old me that a e time he was relam,1 this story to was taking 
a lot of notes. (!)(FJ. {bJ t the time told 2!,l (7J ' not to write those exact statements down 
beca~i~ f~a is not what t'7i said but he saw that he continued to talce notes. • never 
bcard1++--~-Y. any statemen that .,. (b w,JftJr e officers to specifically .. kick Cliven in the 
teeth" or "kick Cliven in the mouth'' or tbatt ever ordered the officers to rough up the 
Bundys. 

Upon completing my review o ~ • hand-written notes and case materials, I detennined 
that there is no new exculpatory information contained within them. • There are also several 
sectio within the notes that contain opinion statements as opposed to fa ~fl nnation. 
b ({}(Fl. also detailed how he explqred possible defense theories. I asked l ( - • whether he 
turned in all investigative findings to federal prosecutors, and he stated he. turned over l 00% of 
bis case information to the prosecutors during the discovery process. 

11111 NFO•t u im,peny of UII Off~ ot ....., IAforc- 1.nd .le 1..-Ulld co ll'OO'r agancy, lt anO lei conuntu •Y !ICC .,. 
NP"°"""9cl wl~t wr.lttel\ pumaa'-· 'Ille r-n le - O!PJ'JCUL 'Ola - aa4 tu diecloeuse ,:o uaautbo'd.s..S __,. to 
prclllb.11:Ad. ful>Uc .-vallabllll,y to ... -~Md bi, s u, •. C. Ill. 
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Wooten, Larry C 
______________ , __________________________ , __ 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Salvatore Lauro <slauro@blm.gov> 
Wednesday, March 26, 2014 7:07 PM 

Arny Lueders 
Subject: Re: Impoundment - USAO policy re: arrests and citations 

I assumt! you will be speaking to Bogden about the problems this presents for us. By not taking strong and 
affinnative action we will just embolden those who are opposed to our actions and things will likely escalate. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Mar 26, 2014, at 9:03 P~ wrote: -----~-----
Serio us issues .... 

Sent from my iPhone 

Bureau of Land Management 

440 West 200 South suite 500 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101 
Officc(80l) 539-4219 
Cell (801) 556-3723 
Fax (801) 539-4220 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: 
Da e:,,Marc;;h.26--20 I 4wl'!i..5..:ft ·:18 QM PD'T' 

To ----------"==-= '"eschumac@blm.gov"' 
<eschumac@..J>lm.gov>1 "'~er~blm. ov"' <zoper(@.blm.gov>, 

Cc: "Bogden, Daniel (USANV)" <Daniel.Bogden@•),usdoj.gov>, "Welsh, Blaine 
(USANY)" <Blaine.Welsh@usdoj.gov>, "Johnson, Eric (USANY)" 
<Eric.Johnson2@usdoj.gov>, "Yang, Roger (USANY)" 
<Roger. Yang@usdoj.gov> 
Subject: lmpoundment M USAO policy re: arrests and citations 

Hi all: 

As your finalize your operation plan, please keep in mind that the USAO's 
perspective is that the ultimate oat is a sate and successti I • 
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I am available and happy to field any questions you have on the criminal side 
going forward. We will also plan on going out to the area before you begin the 
irnpoundment to get a feel for the land and operation. I'll be available 24/7 to 
field calls/questions once the impoundment begins and if for some reason you 
can't reach me we will provide alternate contacts for one or more AUSAs in this 
office. 

We will see you all at the briefing on March 31 al 2:00 pm at our office. 

Thanks, -

2 
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From: 
Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2014 9:43 AM 
To: Salvatore R Lauro; Amy Lueders 
Cc: Erika Schumacher; 'Erick A Kurkowski; Mary Hinson;·!!::::=~ 

Cole 
Kelly 

Subject: Fwd; 
Attachments: Email Correspondence.pdf 

Director Lauro, 

I'm writing this in response to the " USAO policy re:arrests and citations" I received from the Nevada United 
States Attorney's Office. 

Based on three threat assessments pe11aining to this operation, I a11d my staff are concerned about safety and 
have gone to great lengths to mitigate known risks. The Bundy family has cleal'ly expressed their intention to 
defend their cattle and "their" land against a governiuent they don't recognize. In a situation comparable to a 
case I led in the Four Corners, we are working in an environment 1hat is openly hostile to the federal 
government in general, and federa] law enforcement in particular. r have good reason to believe they an: well 
armed, and that they are skilled with those arms. 

After 19 years in law enforcement, and assigned as the JC of this operation, an unnecessary show of force or 
arrogant authority would never be my ·l:i,W play, I have been faced with a contentious stand-off with an armed 
Southern Utah Sheriff, which resulted inpraise from the Utah United States Attorney's office, for exercising 
great restratnt and judgment. 

That said, l don't know how you can ask any law enforcement officer in my command to endure the physical 
pain, fear of escalation, humiliation and uncertainty that may result jf he or she is to ignore something other 
than a "serious assault.'' I'm not sure how that can even be defined. What if a ranger is slapped with an open 
hand--is that serious? Closed fist? Does it has to draw blood? What if someone spits in bis or her face? None 
of these scenarios are outside the realm of realistic possibility. 

As for the rest, of the operational guidance, it appears the NV USA is dit·ecting tactical decisions, something 
I've never seen done in 19 years of law enforcement, and is directly contradictory to the guidance we received 
from the same office 2 years ago. lf l execute a search warrant, an attorney is not going to tell me whether or 
not to go in with a drawn weapon. That's my training and experience, not an attorney's. Just as I don't expect to 
direct an attorney to call, or not call a witness at trial, or what exhibits to enter, or when to make an objection in 
trial. 

Obviously, we need to work together, and (min a unique situation in which I must work with a prosecution 
agency that is attempting to direct my enforcement effo1ts. 

BLM's Agents and Rangers are profficently trained in law enforcement, and the officers assigned to this 
operation have been handpicked. l am well are aware of powers of arrest and citation delegated to me, and I'm 
also aware of the potential consequences if I abuse my authority. 
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Although a passive approach may have the desired effect, it may a.lso be considered a sign of weakness or 
ordered constraint, which may embolden one or more members of those we are confronting. Just as things 
change from second to second in the courtroom, so do they in the field. The difference is that the potential 
consequences aren't Limited to conviction or acquittal. They may mvolve life and death. 

In the attachment I have included guidance referenced in this email, that we received from the same otlice two 
years ago. In addition, emails we were receiving concerning guidance from the USAO pl'ior to the below email. 

-----·---- Eor.~arded m~sirn:~~-,,,,--.,,,,_-,..--...,--=--,,_ _______ ___ 
From: 

_i,........,.....,....,..---,....,...-------,---~---,-----~---
Date: Wed, Mar 26, 2014 at 6:45 PM 
Subiect Im:mmdment - USAO oolLcJL..[_e· arrests and citations 
To: __ , "eschumac@bl~ 11 <eschumac@b1m.gov>, "wper@blm.gov" 
<zoper@blm.gov>, ..,_ ____________ ~_J 

Cc: "Bogden, Daniel (USANV)" <Da11iel.Bogden@usdoj.gov>, "Welsh, Blaine (USANV)" 
<Blaine.Welsh@usdoj.gov>, "Johnson, Eric (USANV)'' <Eric.Johnsun2@usdoj.gov>, "Yang, Roger 
(USANVt <Roger.Yang@usdoj.gov> 

Hi all: 

As your finalize your operation plan, please keep in mind that the USAO's 
is a safe and successful im oundment with 

I am available and happy to field any questions you have on the criminal side going forward. We will also plan 
on going out to the area before you begin the impoundment to get a feel for the land and operation. I'll be 
available 24/7 to field calls/questions once the impoundment begins and if for some reason you can't reach me 
we will provide alternate contacts for one or more AUSAs in this office. 

We will see you all at the briefing on March 31 at 2:00 pm at our office. 

Thanks, 
Nadia 

2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sure, 

Saturday, March 29, 2014 7:38 PM 
Amy LUE!ders 
Re: cattle trespass map 

However, 

With Bundy's behavior we are not changing it. We've had ZERO issues with the Closure! Its an educate and 
enforce if needed, and it plays into my bluff. It's publicly listed which dictates where we will be. Therefore, we 
need to stand strong on this issue. 

Hugs 

On Sat, Mar 29, 2014 at 7:31 PM, Amy Lueders <alueders@blm.gov> wrote: 
I need to talk to u about this string b4 tomorrow's ops call 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Timothy Smith <tsmith@blm.gov> 
Date: March 29, 2014 at 5:03:44 PM PDT 
To: Amy Lueders <alueders@blm.gov> 
Cc: Erica Haspiel-Szlosek <ehaspielszlosek@blm.gov> 
Subject: Re: cattle trespass mar• 

Amy, I believe the intention was to leave the closure map in place through the weekend and start 
changing it on Monday. I believe it is important to leave as is since Bundy is testing our key 
locations. Let me know your thoughts and we can adjust. Tim 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Mar 29, 2014, at 3:30 PM, Amy Lueders <alueders@blm.gov> wrote: 

We talked about this yesterday. Why isn't it changed yet? 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Steven Ellis <sellis@blm.gov> 
Date: March 29, 2014 at 3:03:52 PM PDT 
To: Amy Lueders <alueders@blm.gov> 
Subject: :Fwd: cattle trespass map 
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Amy, 
Are we going to change the map so doesn't show the entire area 
closed while we set up? 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Neil Kornze <nkornze@blm.1~> 
Date: March 29, 2014 at 5:38:43 PM EDT 
To: selli~@blm.gov 
Subject: Fw: cattle trespass map 

From: Cannon, Kirsten [mailto:klcannon@blm.gov] 
sent: Saturday, March 29, 2014 10:30 AM 
To: BLM_NV_Congressionals 
<blm nv ~c>ngressionals@blm,goy> 
Subject: cattle trespass map 

Hey guys, 

Here is the link to today's temporary closure 
map: http://www.blm.gov/uv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blrn pro 
grams/more/trespass cattle/daily public· land.html 

Please let me know ti you have any questions or 
concerns. 

Thanks! 

Kirsten Cannon, APR 
Public Affairs Specialist 
BLM Southern Nevada District Offic:e 
4701 North Torrey Pines 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89130 
Office: 702-515-5057 
Cell: 702-595-2034 

, ....................................................... . ......................................................... 

follow BLM Southern Nevada on Social Media 
Twitter Facebook I YouTube I .Elli;kr 

2 
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Bureau of Land Management 
440 West 200 South Suite 500 
S111l Lake City, UT 84101 

( )fficc (801) 539-4219 
Cell (80 l) 556-3723 
J,'a.\ (801) 539-4220 

3 



EOR0098

Case: 18-10287, 08/21/2019, ID: 11406118, DktEntry: 72-1, Page 100 of 252

List of Topics Addressed During April 26, 2017, Phone Conversation 

Call Paiticipants: 
BLM Director of Law Enforcement and Security Sal Lauro 

Wiloess. Note Taker: 

Call Date and Time: April 26, 2017, from 12:00 noon to 12:30 p.m. Mountain Time 

Report by: 

witnessed the phone conversation, took notes of the topics discussed during it 
and summarized them here at the request of Director Lauro. This document only captures the 
main topics discussed and is not intended to be a complete record of every statement during this 
30 minute phone call. _____ intent of writing this document is only to memorialize 
the conversation. This summary by ______ . does not constitute an admission to or 
agreement with any statement 

List oftopics.__ ___ ...,brougbt up to Director Lauro: 
• Sta.tting in the fall of2016 he made sevetal requests to speak with Director Lauro. 
• :-==......,,.stated he platined use this call to reveal information about 

and.______ Hopefully behaviors will change, and the truth will come out. 
• The Trijicon sights used on BLM law enforcement officers' rilles wash out in b1ight light 

at night, and this is an officer safety issue. 
• Please remind officers to refrain from negative statements on government electronic 

devices. These statements can cast the officers and agency in a negative light during 
FIOA requests, discovery procedures and litigation holds. 

• was taken offtbe Bundy case starting on February 18, 2017. Ile didn't do 
anything wrong. He gave 100% effott at all times. 

• All he did was repo11 iJlegal and unethical conduct, and be got retaliated against by 
getting removed frnm the case. 

• During the investigation req11ests to for assjstance were 
laughed off and ignored. He received no management support on..__ ____ __. 

• _ __. directed him not to provjde support to 
related to Bundy case information. 

• Starting in February of2016._ ____ became hostile, his laziness increased, and 
he-basically withdrew from the Bundy case. 

• ______ didn't acknowledge others who made degrading comments of a sexual 
nature against the Bundy defendants. These comments were made in loud tones of voice 
in public . ...._ ____ didn't correct people who made such comments. 

• He is requesting the removal of ====--as his supervisor. 
• He is requesting to be taken out of ,. ____ ...,chain of command. 
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• Fie is a whjstleblower and has been retaliated against. 
• He has been professional at all limes. 
• He wants the damage to his reputation corrected. 
• He has been asked in the past ifhe is a member of the Mormon faith. 
• He stated that at one time Bundy ".";==:------:---:----:-:---'compared the Bundys to a cult 

group. 'disagreed witH but it had been...._ _ _.who had asked for 
optmon. 

• .___-:_-:_:::,:_an prove that he's been victimized. 
• He wants notificatj011 made to the Sec1·etary of the Interior and to the acting BLM 

Director. 
• When._____ gets around his peers he gets in the mood of acting like an 8th 

grader, and he is degrading. 
• railed to tum over case information related to BLM 

(C), 
(b) 
{7)(F) 

statements. must report this because he does not know if th,::.se actions by 
are criminal. :--:====~ • If actions are not criminal they are at a minimum unethical, so he is 

obligated to report that as well. 
• Please initiate an investigation into this matter. Investigate me 

my emails. 
• The loss of audio files on key dates in the Bundy case looks bad. 

and look at 

Director Lauro stated that he appreciated _____ openness, and both parties hung up. 
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4/16/2018 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mall - Re: Phone Conversation summary from 4/26/17 

Re: Phone Conversation summary from 4/26/17 
1 message 

Cc: Sal Lauro <slauro@blm.gov> 

Good morning. Thank you for these notes and your time. 

Thu, Apr 27, 2017 at 2:11 PM 

There are some errors that should be corrected and other items that should be further explained for the purpose of providing some limited background and 
appropriately documenting this conversation. 

This is an unusual situation that we find ourselves in. 

In order to remove bias, in the future I request that a subject of my complaint (BLM not be tasked (or allowed) with taking notes beside me. 

Additionally, these issues that I reference are in most cases based off my memory and sometimes reconstructed using emails, text messages, travel arrangements, 
etc, (my notes were seized from me). Quotes and dates, although I believe are accurate must be considered approximate. 

I feel that it is better to go down the list line by line and where appropriate include some additional information. Thank you for your patience. I am sorry about this 
lengthy response email. 

1. My requests to personally and specifically speak with Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Office of Law Enforcement and Security (OLES) Director Sal Lauro 
started on February 3, 2017. However, I had previously (on approximately October 27, 2016) asked BLM ASAC~ on why a key particular future likely 
witness was allowed to continue with those types of activities, SLM 1said •because he (the individual, a BLM SAC) is the Director bov_ T,hat'.s "j!hy." 
Note: This indicated a strong reluctance for BLM J to report these issues up the chain of command. Additionally, my inquiries to ___ about 

the Chief of the BLM Office of Professional Responsibility indicated that _____ !didn't have faith in him and thought of him as "Weak.". Therefore, there was 
no other way to address my concerns in the_c;hain of command except tb the BLM Director of Law Enforcement (since there wasn't a Deputy Director of Law 
Enforcement in place at the lime). Since.r "7was preparing to assume the duties of the Acting Director of the BLM OLES, so I asked ■■■■t,o a/so 
bring the issues up to Director Lauro. 

In March of 2016, I first formally requested BLM :correct the work environment issues and not to participate in that type of activity. BLM .__ __ 
_ - 1was respectful and apologetic and stated he assumed too much familiarity with me. For a period of time, the conduct got better and I was satiSfieJf with a 
one on one, discrete and informal resolution. 

On November 16, 2016, I specifically asked BLM I to update BLM ,_ .Jnd SLM --on the investigation and the work 
environment. Please note previous to this in March of 2016, I spoke with '9bout an unprofessi~ent that was not only offensive. but 
also potentially would negatively impact the investigation and strongly give the appearance of gross bias and extremely unprofessional behavior. 

2. I didn't say that the phone call was to be used to reveal information about BLM'....,,..... _____________ However, I did indicate that the call would 
mention!._,,.. ,.and that I requested to be removed from his chain of command, only because of the special relationship he has with ______ and 
thereforW t'rrnntentional bias must be assumed on his part. Additionally, he was a witness and even a reporting party to some of the behavior (in reference to a BLM 
Supervisory Agent). No negative information was mentioned about BLM -

https://mail.google.com/maiVutonui=2&ik=bdc106b61b&jsver=z8jB6tBOLQ.en.&view=pt&as_from=lwooten%40blm.gov&as_tod''---- 'o.40blm.gov%2Cslauro%40blm.gov&as_sizeoperalor=s_sl&as_sizeunit=s_ 
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4/1612018 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Re. Phone Conversation summary from 4/26/17 

3. At the time I reported the potentially illegal, unethical and unprofessional conduct, I wasn't sure of my assumptions al;>c:>ut..!!:l,tle~lthc:>~h in general I was 
sure about the grossly unethical and unprofessional conduct). I merely wanted to make my management (to include[ Director Lauro) and 
the Prosecution Team leadership . • - - aware of the significant potential case issues. 
Additionally, I wanted the grossly unprofessional and unethical conduct at work to stop, but be taken care of internally and discretely. I wanted my supervisor 

- to correct it instead of instigate and take part in ii. I also wanted the BLM Rangers and Special Agents lo simply be reminded about the November 2014 
(!{!~ion Hold, potential Discovery issues as these incidents relate unethical bias by our agency and the investigative team, and unprofessional actions and 
comments that would "shock the conscious" of the average citizen (as related lo a professional Federal Law Enforcement Officer), potentially taint a jury pool, and 
be a public relations issue If U1ose comments came to light. 

4. I believed BLM ______ w;:is very supportive (with the exception of requesting assistance) until the early winter of 2016. I chalked that up to stress 
_pos1,ibly aLhpme and for sure in reference to the personal safety of our employees and our facilities. Previous to the Fall of 2015, I didn't work side by side with 
t l!1 the same office, but I thought he was greatly supportive. Honestly, the reason I was able to get by without a co-case agenlfor so lof!9._was 
because ___ was of such assistance, especially with outside the BLM coordination and tedious long term projects. Additionally, never 
laughed Sff my requests for-assistance, he in general he seemed to dismiss the need or in some cases even acknowledge that I even asked for assistance (time. 
after time, after lime). 

5. Nol only die/ not correct others that openly (sometimes in public) made unprofessional/degrading comments about defendants in this and another 
case, he himself made the unprofessional and unethical comments (about defendants. related individuals, and an employee) and utilized government 
communicatron systems to conduct unprofessionaVinappropriate activity (in some cases in ways that could be obtained through FOIA, subject to a litigation hold, 
and necessary to be presented in this or future Discovery). This contributed to an atmosphere of extrP.mP.s. __ would most of the time be extremely 
professional and polite (but since the winter of 2016 withdrawn from the investigation) to perpetuating an atmosphere of gross mismanagement and a hostile work 
environment (for a Federal Criminal Investigator/Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge). Sometimes these comments were of a sexual nature and sometimes they 
were of an appearance nature, and sometimes they just seemed to be inappropriate/unprofessional in a work environment. 

6. J ,also on occasion acted unprofessional (like an 8th grader) around subordinates. However, most times he appears very poHte, thoughtful, and 
re pectful. 

7. actions are unprofessional as well as unethical. 

8. Although I welcome an inquiry. I ask for evidence preservation purposes that ______ ,:;iovernment issued cell phone text mess;::iges and government 
emails are safeguarded. Additionally, in reference to the unprofessional/unethical conduct it may be beneficial to do a website visit check on BLM 
computer profile (both in- _J office-and in _______ Key words would include the following: Comedy Central - The Nightly Show January 
15, 2016, "Mad Compares Infamous Bundys," Rolling Stone, "Hilarious-Smells like personal lubricant and sedition", photos inside the FBI Command Center on 
March 3, 2016, etc. Please Note: This is not an all-inclusive list, my case related materials and situational related notes were seized from me on Saturday, 
February 18. 2016, outside of my presence. without my permission, and without an inventory/Dl-105 provided. When it comes to issues like these, I can only go off 
memory and historical research. 

Additionally, please note that In this medium and without authorization, I don't feel comfortable about other issues/potential evidence. 

9. In issues related to turning over the necessary information to the U.S. Attorney's Office. it became clear to me that BLM I hadn't been keeping the 
Prosecution Team informed of important verbal information that I had shared with him. It became a routine source of frictioh to urge him to share the information 
with the U.S. Attorney's Office, when the Information was finally shared. he acted as if he had never heard of the information before although I informed him of each 
and every issue, he reported the issue to me personally, or he was with me when we were both reported the issue by someone else. I came to believe the U.S. 
Attorney's Office was unaware of these issues on October 13, 2016. Additionally, I came to belief that again the U.S. Attorney's Office wasn't being kept up to date 
on February 16, 2017. On February 18, 2017, in the presence of BLM -- - asked questions and actually took notes on these issues as if it 
was the first lime he ever heard of them. Note: I request the notes from '.I I on February 16, 2017, be obtained and safeguarded. I also recommend 
that any notes from,; based on previous conversations I had with him on or about fate March of 2016, October 13, 2016. October 14, 2016, October 
27, 2016, Novembel" 9, 2016, and November 15. 2016, be safeguarded. 

hltps:/lmail.google .corn/mall/U/0/?u1=2&ik=bdc106b61 b&Jsver=zB _j861B0LQ .en.&v,ew=pt&as _from=lwooten%40blm ,gov&as_to: ~/o4 0blm.gov%2Cslauro%40blm.gov&as _s,zeoperator=s _ sl&as _ sizeunrt=s _ 
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10. Although I was concerned about the loss or absence of the dispatch audio files, my investigation indicated that was likely due only simple human error in a 
chaotic situation. 

11. A topic of this telephone call also included a potential issue and item of concern in reference to a BLM Supervisory Ranger's testimony and a question the 
AUSA asked the Supervisory Ranger in reference to the presence of government snipers at the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound. This issue was just 
reported out of general concern and a possible misunderstanding on my end. 

12. It should also again be noted that I attempted to correct these actions over time at the lowest level possible. I first tried to be a good example, then property 
influence the outcomes, then to specifically discuss the issues, then to have documented discussions, and then finally in this manner. 

Thank you very much for your time, your politeness and your attention. 

Have a good rest of the day .and week. 

Respectfully, 

On Thu, Apr 27, 2017 at 11:16 AM,I 

Director Lauro, 

• wrote: --------------

As requested, here is the list of topics discussed on yesterday's call. 

-
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
Office of Law Enforcement and Security 

https://mail.googJe.com/maiUu/O/?ui=2&ik=bdc106b61b&jsver=z8jB6tB0LQ.en.&view=pt&as_frornf ro40blm.gov&as_to= '3/o40blm.gov%2Cslauro%40blm.gov&as_sizeoperator=s_sl&as_sizeunit=s_ 
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Fwd: Quick Readout - House Democratic Forum on "Countering Extremism on America's Public Lands" 
1 message 

Thu, Jun 16, 2016 at 9:18 AM 
To: BLM_ID _LE <blm_id_le@blm.gov>, BLM_ OR_Law _Enforcement <blm_ or _law_enforcement@blm.gov>, BLM_AK_Law_Enforcement 
<blm_ak_law _enforcement@blm.gov> 
Cc: Erin C Curtis <ecurtis@blm.gov>, "Weil, Jody" <jweil@blm.gov> 

FYI 

From: "Wilkinson, Patrick" <p2wilkin@blm.gov> 
Date: June 15, 2016 at 6:24:12 PM EDT 

Subject: Quick Readout - House Democratic Forum on .. Countering Extremism on America's Public Lands" 

FYI - On June 14, Democrats from the House Committees on Natural Resources, Homeland Security, and Transportation and 
Infrastructure held a Forum titled "Countering Extremism on America~ Public Lands . • , 

Democratic Members in attendance included Ranking Members Grijalva (D-AZ-3), Thompson (D-MS-2), Defazio (D-OR-4 ), as 
we11 as Reps. Lowenthal (D-CA-47), Tsongas (D-MA-3), Torres (D-CA-35), Huffman (D-CA-2), Jackson Lee (D-TX-18), Coleman 
(D-NJ-12), and Pascrell (D- NY-8). 

The Forum, while not an official Committee hearing, followed the format of a hearing and lasted over an hour and a half. The 
witness panel included: Richard Cohen, President, Southern Poverty Law Center; J. J. MacNab, Center for Cyber and Homeland 
Security, The George Washington University; Tim Blount, Executive Director, Friends of Malheur National Wildlife Refuge; David 
Jenkins, President, Conservatives for Responsible Stewardship; and Garrett Reppenhagen, Rocky Mountain Director, Vet Voice 
Foundation. 

The tone of the Forum was somber. Representatives Grijalva and Thompson began the Forum by recognizing the recent events in 
Orlando, Florida, as well as the over 990 mass shootings that have taken place since the 2012 Sandy Hook tragedy. Members and 
witnesses characterized extremist views pertaining to Federal land management as a form of domestic terrorism and said they should 

https:l/mail.google.com/maiVu/0nui=2&ik;tidc106b61 b&jsver=L0kkDBMobFU .en.&cbl=gmail_re _ 180627 .11 J>1 &view=-pt&as _ has=macnab&as _ sizeoperator-s _sl&as_ sizeunir-s _smb&as _subset=all&a... 1/2 
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be addressed swiftly. The BLM was mentioned on a number of occasions - specifically with regard to the 2014 Cliven Bundy 
standoff, the 2016 Malheur Wildlife Refuge siege, and the persistent threats launched against land managers and individual law 
enforcement officers. A significant portion of the discussion focused on the increase in anti-government rhetoric and organizations 
( especially since in 2008) and the harmful impact those have had on the interactions between constituents and government officials in 
the West. 

Witnesses highlighted a number of concerns regarding the BLM's (and generally the Federal Government's) response to extremist 
threats. Concerns were expressed that the BLM response to the initial Bundy incident was not expeditiously addressed, suggesting a 
tolerance for illegal threatening action. Also, witnesses said the BLM does not do enough to correct or counterbalance the extremist 
views and misinformation that is widespread on the internet and social media. Further, the witnesses provided information on the 
different aspects of this extremist movement, including how it is inflamed and is legitimized by the media, and by Members of 
Congress. Mr. Jenkins specifically noted Chairman Bishop's (R-UT-1) rhetoric, stating that it is "tailor made to inflame passions and 
incite radicalism." 

Patrick Wilkinson 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Legislative Affairs Division (WO 620) 
Phone: (202) 912-7429 
Fax: (202) 245-0050 
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Fwd: Southern Poverty Law Center just issued a report on how the Bundy impound was handled 
1 message 

__J ·1 :••--, To:L ________ _ 

FYI 

SentfrommyiPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Salvatore Lauro <slauro@blm.gov> 
Date:_J_ul¥., t0.2014_alJ.:3?.:2.?_e,.,1 ~~qT 
To: 

Thu, Jul 10, 2014 at 2:20 PM 
{ Michael Windom <mwindom@blm.gov> 

Cc: 
Sub}ect: Re:SoufFiern Poverty Law Center just issued a report on how the Bundy impound was handled 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jul 10, 2014, at 12:28 PM, 

Sent from my iPhone 

Bureau of Land Management 

440 West 200 South suite 500 

Salt Lake City, UT 84101 

Office (801) 539-4219 

,wrote: 

hltps://mail.google .com/maiVu/0nul=2&ik=bdc106b61 b&jsver=L0kkDBMobFU .en.&cbl=gmail_fe _ 180627 .11 _p 1 &view=pt&as1 )ov&as_sizeoperator=s _ sl&as _ sizeunit=s_smb&a... 1/2 
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Cell (801) 556-3723 

Fax (801) 539-4220 

Begin forwarded message: 

*From:• *Kurkowski, Erick" <ekurkowski@blm.gov> 

*To:• Timothy Smith <tsmith@blm.gov>, 1Erika 

Schumacher <eschumac@blm.gov>, Kirsten Cannon <k1cannon@blm.gov>, Gayle 

Marrs-Smith <gmarrssm@blm.gov>, Eric Boik <eboik@blm.gov> ______ _ 

•subject:* *Southern Poverty Law Center just issued a report on how the 

Bundy impound was handled* 

--- Forwarded message ---

From: Erica Haspiel-Szlosek <ehaspielszlosek@blm.gov> 

Date: Thu, Jul 10, 2014 at 10:41 AM 

Subject: Southern Poverty Law Center just issued a report on how the Bundy 

Impound was handled 

To: Marci Todd <m1todd@blm.gov>, Erick Kurkowski <ekurkowski@blm.gov> 

Reporters now calling - this is just an FYI. I am sending inquiries to 

Celia. She is on leave but is handling. 

<war_in_the_west_report.pdf> 

https://mail.google .c:om/maiVu/0/?ui=2&ik=bdc106b61 b&jsver=L0kkOBMobFU .en.&cbl=gmail_f e _ 180627 .11 _p1 &view=pt&as _from=' ,40blm.gov&as_slzeoperator-s_sl&as_sizeunit=s_smb&a... 2/2 
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Misconduct Allegations re US v. Bundy et al 

Tue, Jul 24, 2018 at 4:12 PM l 
To:"fvlasling, rv1ark (OPR)" <Mark.Masling@usdoj.gov>, opr.complaints@usdoj.gov 

Bcc:l----
(7)(C) 

Good afternoon sir. 

I hope this email finds you well. I'll also send this response to the DOJ OPR complaints email address. 

As requested, here are the answers to your questions and some background information and elaboration that I 
think you and your team will find useful in an investigation. The specific answers to your questions are below 
this introductory narrative and are in "red." Please let me know when and I can send over the source material. 

Please thoroughly and critically read this document and previous email in order to get the best idea possible of 
the misconduct of members of the Las Vegas U.S. Attorney's Office, chiefly{ 

'=--c---,------,-,--,...-----
and many BLM Supervisory and Senior Law Enforcement Officials as it specifically relates to the .___ ___ _ 

investigation, case (exculpatory/impeachment material, unethical witness protection and "cover-ups"), trial, and 
2014 Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Trespass Cattle Impound (misconduct) pertaining to Case: 2:16-cr-00046-GMN­
PAL (United States of America v. Cliven Bundy, et al). 

You may find this case is similar to the Alaska Senator Ted Stevens case. 

Unfortunately, I don't have all the answers. 

I respectfully suggest and recommend that evidence and supporting information be secured and safeguarded 
before more is lost and destroyed. Numerous individuals should be interviewed and the Department of Interior 
and Department of Justice "Bundy" Investigation Casefile, the Dave Bundy iPad, my notes, supporting 
documentation and the work products that were seized from me following my removal from the investigation and 
case should also be thoroughly reviewed. I can directly provide much of that evidence, corroborating 
documentation and background information to you with short notice. 

I also suggest that Bureau of Land Management, Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge,__ _______ be 
specifically and critically questioned about what actions he took and failed to take, what documentation he 
destroyed and what documentation/emails he altered and why (I can further elaborate on this). Additionally, to 
provide background, I believe it would be beneficial to ask! (who was also a witness) to explain his 
mindset regarding the content of his own impeachment based emails and comments, and comments regarding 
members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (LOS), aka "Mormons," the religion of the 
defendants. I also recommend that,.__ ____ be specifically and officially questioned under oath on his 
statements from a Memorandum of Activity (MOA), dated February 18, 2017, titled "Collection and review ofL 

Gold Butte Investigative case materials," his assertions to BLM Contract Ethics/Equal cc> . 
._E_m_p-lo_y_m_e_n_t_Opportunity (EEO) Investigator....._ _____ on January 4, 2018, and the information ~~~ 
surrounding this investigation. (F) 

I can easily assist your team in identifying the relevant inrformation and witnesses. Additionally, since I know the 
misconduct issues, I can assist your team in the development of interview questions that mitigate a reluctant 

file:///ilm.idso3dsl .blm.doi net/ ... INTERIOR%20Mail%20-%20Misconduct%20Allegations%20re%20US%20v.%20Bundy°/420et%20al html[S/15/2018 8:21: 16 AM] 
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witnesses' ability to deceive the investigator by omission and over generalization. Generally, with few 
exceptions, I don't believe the witnesses will overtly lie. However, it is possible, even likely they won't fully 
disclose all the pertinent information if the interview questions aren't constructed in the most appropriate way. 

I don't currently have access to the Bundy Casefile, my notes, and many of the audio/video recordings. 
Therefore, to the best of my ability, I relied on my memory, email records, voicemails, text messages, 
government travel documentation, openly available YouTube audio/video, and disclosures by numerous 
witnesses and reporting parties, etc. to communicate these issues to you. Please consider the specific times 
and quotes to be approximate, although, I'm convinced they are accurate. 

The reason that I can to a very high degree assert these quotes and times are accurate is that in the vast 
majority of the instances, I specifically referenced the source material, and/or the issues were reported to me by 
either multiple credible individuals, or credible individuals with great certainty. Even recently, others have come 
forward with additional information. 

Additionally, I'm convinced that the contents of these disclosures and/or the source material wasn't taken in any 
way out of context or misunderstood. 

The best way to get a relatively quick understanding of what I observed and discovered is to carefully read the 
disclosure I provided to your office in the previous email. 

Please understand that I just didn't make these disclosures in November of 2017. I made these disclosures to 
my chain of command, namely BLMI throughout the entire investigation and as appropriate 
and as directed to ,__ ______ and].._ _______ although, they were ignored. In March of 
2017, I went to a DOI/BLM Ethics Official, and then in March and April 2017, to the U.S. Office of Special 
Counsel (OSC). In April 2017, I briefed the BLM Office of Law Enforcement and Security Director Salvatore 
Lauro by telephone, as BLMI sat next to me and took notes. Later, in November of 2017, after a 
referral from the OSC, I contacted the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ), Office of Professional Responsibility 
(OPR) and following required U.S. Attorneys' Office Discovery Training in Boise, ID, as referred by a slide 
presentation, I contacted the National Criminal Discovery Coordinator, Associate Deputy Attorney General 
Andrew Goldsmith. The severity of the reported and indicated U.S. Attorney's Office and BLM Supervisory Law 
Enforcement misconduct and the misconduct I personally witnessed greatly increased in late 2015/early 2016 
(the time period of the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge occupation and Bundy Case Arrest Operation), and 
again in October 2016, until I was removed from the investigation in February of 2017. 

My supervisor, SLM _______ specifically wanted the responsibility to personally coordinate with and 
brief both the Prosecution Team (specifically _____ BLM upper level management (specifically BLM 
..__ _____ _ , BLM Office of Law Enforcement and Security (OLES) Deputy Director Daniel Fowler, BLM 
OLES Director Salvatore Lauro and the BLM OLES Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) and other 
cooperator agency management (such as supervisory officials from the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), 
the National Park Service (NPS), etc.). When I discovered misconduct, I fully briefed BLM 
on the discovered or reported issues. There were no secrets and I was fully a .... w_a-re-of..,....e_v_e_ryt....,.,...,hi,....n-g I 
knew about and who reported it. BLM _____ was himself also independently aware of, or specifically 
participated in, or instigated much of the misconduct. Later, I found that SLM.__ ____ was deceptive with 
I and I (Reference an email titled "Information Requested Today," dated October 14, 2016, 

from BLM! to BLNi._ ______ . Reference an email titled "Information you requested fromL 

regarding Friday's phone call," dated October 19, 2016, from BLM..__ _____ to..__ _____ and~ 

- note the alteration t ._ ______ .) (bl CJ 
.._____ (F) 

In hindsight, althoug~------ conduct was unethical and deceptive, in his defense, I believe that no 
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doubt,.__ ___ and former BLM OLES Director Lauro, didn't want to know the full truth about the 
misconduct and they just wanted it to not be mentioned, especially about their star witness, former BLM L 

I believe that '-c-cc--=-,-,-c d'id what he thought was for the greater good and that he a~tj on 
the intent that,__ ___ and former BLM OLES Director Lauro desired and expected. I believe that Hf>a11 
costs and regardless of legal considerations, our training, conduct directives and policy, along withL_ 
I desire to fit in and be "one of the boys," and to prevent embarrassment to his close frien(tiJtll)d our 
agency, and finally to prevent negatively affecting the trails, I carried out~---- and BLM 
OLES Director Lauro's intent. Additionally, I'm sure tha~,.._ ____ was fully aware that any objection to 
former BLM SAC..._ _____ misconduct was known to be career destroying within BLM OLES. 

From time to time, as I felt was necessary and appropriate, I also personally informed the Prosecution Team 
(usuallyj and I by telephone) of specific information that seemingly wasn't getting 
through to them from BLMl .... _____ . Previously, on multiple occasions,,__ ____ specifically told me 
that he wanted my unsolicited opinion. These briefs included information that confirmed the presence of 
government snipers and other federal law enforcement officers/agents in the role of "over watch" fulfilling a 
"sniper type" mission and equipped in a similar manner and lengthy misconduct case disclosures on or about 
October 13, 2016, October 14, 2016, and during January and February of 2017. 

During the October 14, 2016, telephonic misconduct disclosures (which I can provide in a follow-on email}, in 
which I ___ was sitting right beside me, out of respect for....,_ _ __,,....,..'"'"' wishes, I declined to tell 
I who specifically reported the misconduct pertaining to former BLM ,__ ______ . I did this 
because I (who was sitting right beside me) specifically wanted this responsibility and because the 
misconduct was (or should have been) the subject of internal investigations and personnel actions. However, 
,__ ____ remained quiet. In my opinion, I acted deceptively ignorant tol 
regarding the misconduct issues surrounding former I . Later, in an emaiitol ____ _ 
,__ ___ _ even deleted information that showed he knew about the specifics of the misconduct and that he 
had requested to be responsible for those types of disclosures. One of the issues was that a main 

witness/reporting party, I ------. to I _____ and ... I ____ _ 
,__ _________ 7 _____ was aware that I specifically didn't want to have to 
testify at trail. Another main witness/reporting party was I ---,-- supervisor and decades long friend, 
BLM _. I described I as a close friend and also a previous coworker 
from time in Colorado in the National Park Service. I told me that .... l __ _ 
introduce ..._ ______ ___, , convinced..._ ____ to transfer from the NPS in Tennessee to the 
BLM in Wyoming, then promoted ___ to a Special Agent position in the same office in Boise, Idaho 
working under then _______ . Then, when,__ ______ was promoted to Special Agent-in-
Charge, still in Boise, Idaho (the position was previously in Portland, OR), I promoted I to take 
his old place as the new Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge, also still in Boise, Idaho. Thus, during the time of 
this investigation I was a new supervisor and to my knowledge, he didn't have much experience 
testifying in court or making arrests. Therefore, I didn't expect him to be an expert. I knew it was our job to help 
each other through this investigation and case. 

Later, when I told I about other misconduct disclosures about former BLM I 
from BLM ASAC~ ( a Trial Witness),..._ ____ said "I wouldn't worry abouTTfJ is a 
professional, he would never say anything" (meaning on the stand, under oath). When I told that ,__ ___ _ 
I also followed up on Cliven Bundy's accusations that there were laser aiming dots pointed at Bundy and his 
family and that although I didn't confirm that, I did find out through U.S. Park Police (USPPj._ ____ _ 

L::embers of the Special Events Tactical Team (SETT) were equipped with eye visible aiming lasers, 
told me he wasn't worried about it and seemed to infer that I'm looking into things too closely. 
and his friend I , would even dismiss the misconduct reports from others by speaking 
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derogatorily of them, such as BLM ,__ ____ _ 
There were also numerous other concerning instances of misrepresented government talking points, such as the 
government officials weren't actually on Cliven Bundy's personal property and in regards to potential misconduct 
and exculpatory/impeachment material. 

In one of the instances, a potential key witness, who later testified in trial, sent out an email to ..__..,.,....__,~-
titled "FTB" (meaning Fu*k the Bundys) that mentioned it made the witness warm inside knowing that Cliven 
Bundy is sh1tting in cold stainless steel. 

More and more, many instances of ridiculous carnival like conduct was either observed or reported to me by 
numerous potential witnesses, that tended to discredit the agency and investigation and undermine the case. 
Yet seemingly, not only did BLM,__ ______ fail to deter or correct it, he often participated in and 
instigated the misconduct. One instance that was reported by BLM ,__ ____ and others even consisted of 
a potential trail witness sending out photo shopped images of suspects, to include Ryan Bundy holding a giant 
pen1s or di1do and something that was described as Ryan Bundy's face on a set of BLM Law Enforcement 
credentials and,__ ____ allowing and/or instigating the jail calls to be listened to by office bystanders and 
potential witnesses in a way that was no way case related and didn't have anything to do with the BLM's 
investigation. These calls included ones of the defendants confidentially speaking with their wives. This 
misconduct goes on and on and is in part addressed below. The issue is that no doubt, the impeachment 
material was never turned in to the prosecution team and the misconduct wasn't corrected 

and that he hopes he never sees I again. Later, I learned from 
also told me that there is no one that he dislikes more than BLM Field~ 

that the FBI refused to take,__ ________ statements in an interview because 
L was critical of the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound and former BLM! leadership. 
Additionally, there was one other BLM employee that told me that the FBI refused to take their statements in an 
interview regarding the impound and former! , but I can't remember who that was. 

Please understand that I'm not taking up for the individuals that no doubt broke several laws and regulations and 
who on April 12, 2014, contributed to a highly volatile situation that almost resulted in a tragedy. I do know 
however that the government is held to a higher standard and that even though the mission is just. we can't 
conceal potentially exculpatory and impeachment information in order to help obtain a conviction, or conceal and 
destroy government records, especially when the records are subject to trail discovery, evidence of potential 
misconduct and potentially subject to a litigation hold, government records protections and a congressional 
inquiry. 

I also realize that members of the Las Vegas, Nevada U.S. Attorney's Office (USAO), particularly Assistant 
United States Attorney ________ is no doubt much more intelligent and has much more legal 
experience and knowledge than I have, and I recognize that! was a hard worker and dedicated to 
this case. 

However, I believe that I ----,--,--- was blinded by his apparent desire to obtain convictions at all costs, even 
to the point! would conceal exculpatory/impeachment material, fail to insist on internal investigations 
into serious alleged reported BLM Supervisory Law Enforcement Official misconduct, and refuse to at a minimum 
seek guidance from the Court and notify the Court and/or the Defense Counsel of misconduct and excessive use 
of force related information reported to likely be inadvertently captured on Dave Bundy's iPad during his April 6, 
2014, arrest. It should be noted that specifically, in my presence,,__ ____ and I were 
informed of the likely iPad issues by BL~ , but at least to me, it seemed that._! ___ _ 
had wished he hadn't of been told of the issues. From then on, it was clear to me that the topic of Dave Bundy's 
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iPad wasn't to be brought up formally. 

During this report about the Dave Bundy iPad, which occurred early on in the investigation, before November of 
2014, I explained that a potential trial witness reported to...._ ____ that the potential witness 
was very concerned about some of the conduct he witnessed and believed it may have been recorded on Dave 
Bundy's iPad, which was then in the possession of the BLM. I'm not 100% sure off memory what witnessl_ 
I was speaking of, although I believe it was I ___ who I didn't personally know at thEmCD)e. 
Regardless, I later confirmed this concern with _____ and that! was indeed a witness to 
this specific misconduct. 

In essence,..__ ____ specifically informed I and I that officers (who are potential 
trial witnesses themselves and who were later interviewed by the Prosecution Team) bragged about "roughing 
up" Dave Bundy, grinding Dave Bundy's face into the pavement and talked about how Dave Bundy had little bits 
of gravel stuck in his face. I later simply referred to a particular witness as problematic and 
"defective."! also specifically informed! and! that he suspected those 
recordings were still on Dave Bundy's seized iPad. Following this disclosure by! to 
and .,.,_-=__,...,,.,_-,--I said that he wasn't going to give the iPad back to Dave Bundy or .... i-nf-o-rm_a_n_y_one 
that the iPad likely contained these statements (which relate to potential misconduct and are no doubt 
exculpatory). I specifically said that if the Defense wants the iPad, then they can request it. 
However, it should be noted that the Defense would have no idea that the iPad likely has this exculpatory 
information on it. Additionally, Dave Bundy had previously clearly indicated that he wanted his iPad back and 
that he needed that iPad to run his business. 

then said that the iPad was still evidence of a crime, (although, it didn't relate to any of the crimes 
.... a-ct-ua_ll_y_c-ha-rged and it wasn't searched pursuant to a search I which I authored and BLM _I _____ _ 
swore to, which is a whole other issue). Ultimately, the iPad was transferred from the custody of the BLM to the 
FBI and as far as I know is still in FBI possession today. I believe it is important that the iPad is forensically 
examined to determine if the recordings are on the iPad and if there was an attempt made to erase them and to 
interview Dave Bundy, I ___ BLM Resident Ranger/K-9 Handler...__ _____ and BLM 
Supervisory ...._ _____ _ 
Also, despite my respectful recommendations, I insisted on a prosecution strategy that according to 

----- would deny the jury the ability, or give the jury the option to convict on any (clear and much easier 
to prove minor charges) lesser offenses. If requested, I can explain this and further provide supporting 
documentation. 

Finally,! according to,___ ____ "furiously demanded" that I be removed from my position as 
the Department of Interior (DOI), Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Case Agent and Lead Investigator in the 
Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Investigation and Prosecution in what would have amounted to a career destroying 
personnel action in order to unethically conceal and protect problematic witnesses and to conceal exculpatory 
and impeachment material. This demand from I as described to me on February 18, 2017, by BLM 
_______ in the presence of BLM ______ , would normally amount to a career destroying 
removal. However, thankfully due to a change of heart by my agency and intervention by the U.S. Office of 
Special Counsel (OSC), my professional situation is much improved, but the harm, apparently instigated by 

----- and carried out by my chain of command (prior to OSC intervention) still remains. In regard to my 
agency's personnel actions, retaliation, reprisal, harassment and the hostile atmosphere, as they relate 
specifically to me, they have been resolved and I'm willing to move forward. It is important to note that this 
"furious demand" from! and the pursuant search of my individually occupied, secured office and 
secured safe wasn't because I committed any sort of misconduct, or because I failed to perform, was lazy, or 
had a bad attitude. Previous to this unethical removal "demand" by...__ ____ I was arguably one of the 
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favorite Special Agents (SA) in the Bureau and I had received many awards, nominations and recognitions for 
my performance (available on request). I'm certainly nothing special, but my performance or conduct wasn't in 
question, I'm not lazy or disgruntled and I was dedicated to ethically moving forward in this case and helping my 
agency clean up its image in order to fulfill its mission and our obligation to the public and the land. 

According to SLM.__ ______ my involuntary removal from the investigation and dismissal from my 
position of Case AgenVLead Investigator of the DOI/BLM, which amounted to an official personnel action was at 

specific "furious demand" because of discovery/exculpatory material, that I keep bringing up .__ ____ ___ 

issues with BLM Law Enforcement's primary enabling statute (The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976/43 USC 1733 (c) (1 )), and that I apparently had some sort of problem with now fired, BLM 
L Following this removal, I was aggressively questioned by I to determine who..__l r-e-po_rt_e_d_t-he 
misconduct to, which I believe was at least in part due to an active congressional inquiry and DOI Office of 
Inspector General (OIG) finding that former BLM I ___ ordered records destroyed and tampered 
with witnesses on other occasions. I believe ______ thought that I was a leak to Congress and to the DOI 
OIG. I was also aggressively questioned to determine if I had ever audio recorded I and L 

I 
, specifically on November 16, 2016, and February 3, 2017, when I had talkedToJ ..... ____ &IJ.Q71;ater 

..... ____ together with I about the issues and misconduct (of course I can prove this). (C) 

This unethical removal from the investigation and dismissal of my duties apparently originated on February 16, 
2017, when I simply reminded Special Assistant United States Attorney._____,,._.....,.,_...,........,.....,.-(who was seated 
next to! and nearj _______ about a series of emails, which I had previously 
singled out and sent to! so he could review them and send them on toj which he 
did. (Reference an email titled "lmpoundment- USAO policy re: arrests and citations," dated March 26, 2014, from 

AUSA/lmpound Legal Coordinator/ Impound Witnessl to BLM ________ , the BLM Southern Nevada 
District.__ _________ SLM.__ ____ and BLr-./4._ ______ Reference an email titled 

"Re: lmpoundment- USAO policy re: arrests and citations," dated March 26, 2014, from BLM,._ _____ to BLM 

.__ _________ Reference an email titled "Fwd:" from BLM.__ _ ___,,. ___ to BLMI._ ___ _ 

BLM Southern Nevada District BLM BLM Southern 
Nevada Associate District Manager.__ ____ , BLM,._ ____ NPS.__ _______ and a BLM Field 

Staff Ranger. Reference an email titled "Information Requested Today," dated October 14, 2016, from BLMI.....__ __ 

I to BLM ________ . Reference an email titled "Information you requested from~ regarding Friday's 

phone call," dated October 19, 2016, from BLM...._ _____ to....__ _____ and {E). and 

"cc'd" to BLtvi._ _______ -note the alteration to._ ____ email. Also Refere &JU.S. Attorney's Office 
direction captured in audio files from April 6, 2014-openly available online.) 

This removal also apparently revolved around a question I asked about reported open/public 
comments allegedly made by former BLM Special Agent-in-Charge.....__ __ ___, (now reported to be fired) and 
witnessed by several others, including expected trial witnesses. I simply asked.....__ ______ if he was required 
to disclose that former BLM .___ ____ __, allegedly said "Go out there and kick Cliven Bundy in the mouth 
(or teeth) and take his cattle (reported by BLM ..__ ______ confirmed by BLM ..._ _____ and later 
verified by U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Law Enforcement Officer (LEO)I and the disclosure that 
(despite direction from the U.S. Attorney's Office), former BLM _______ Toldl "I need you to get 
the troops fired up to go get those cows and not take any crap from anyone." 

Additionally, in reference to the issue that I had with BLM's primary enabling statute, the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)/43 USC 1733 (c) (1 ), I only brought it up approximately twice tol_ 

Once was in 2014, and once was during October 2016. Additionally, I brought it up once t~QI Solicitor 
...._ __________________ _ The point is that this poorly written law is BLM Law 
Enforcement's primary enabling statute and that the BLM OLES is failing to follow both the plain language and 
the intent of the law. This specific point is easy to show and isn't in dispute. I never received an answer to my 
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question. 

Later, if you like I can share with you the background research I completed on this issue and a congressional 
response from current BLM OLES Director Willliam Woody and statements made by BLM Director Brian Steed to 
the Senate. I simply asked that my chain of command help us prep our witnesses, including myself with 
supervisory approved talking points that are reviewed and vetted by the DOI Solicitor's Office, so as witnesses, 
on the stand under oath, we can answer fully, intelligently and truthfully. 

Anytime an uncomfortable topic came up, such under oath testimony regarding BLM Law Enforcement's failure 
to follow both the letter and intent of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)/43 USC 
1733 ( c) ( 1 ), former BLM _______ alleged misconduct, other officer and witness misconduct, and 
the large amount of unprofessional impeachment material captured in emails, text messages, voicemails, audio, 
video, instant messages, etc., the best advice I could get from my supervision, normally BL~ 
I was to "fake a stroke and fall over," or just not to get into it, if myself or another witne._s_s-is_a_s_k-ed-that 
question on the witness stand and under oath and that the BLM Supervisory Law Enforcement Personnel will be 
"unavailable" to testify and "on vacation that day" and that they (the BLM Management, chiefly former BLM 
I and possibly the U.S. Attorney's Office) was going to protect! and that it 
was smart that! was going to use some sort of Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA) Leave to avoid having 
to testify at trial. 

I believe an investigation will clearly and easily show that this harm and the fatal flaw in the entire series of 
Bundy Case related prosecutions is a direct result of! case strategy and intent, unethical and 
illegal efforts to conceal exculpatory and impeachment material from U.S. Chief District Court Judge Gloria 
Navarro (the Court), the jury and the public,.__ ____ unethical "demand" to have me removed as the Case 
Agent/Lead Investigator for the DOI/BLM portion of the Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Investigation and a "cover-up" 
to conceal BLM Supervisory Law Enforcement misconduct and to unethically insulate and protect former BLM 

This case should be pretty easy to investigate. Basically, when did I turn over the 
exculpatory/impeachment material to the defense and if he was unsure about what to do, when did he seek 
guidance from the Court. Then, check and see if everything was indeed turned over and finally, why did L_ 
L_ "furiously demand" that I be removed from the investigation and relieved of my duties and is it ethcw:or 
appropriate for an AUSA to make such a demand for an official personnel action in another agency. 

I don't expect or ask that you outright believe me. Unfortunately, this is too easy to prove. I do ask however that 
the evidence is preserved and collected to prevent the fllrther destruction of evidence and government records 
and I ask I'm fully interviewed along with the numerous witnesses and involved persons. All the other 
investigative agencies are relying on you to do your investigation first. 

The issues revolving around the U.S. Attorney's Office in Las Vegas appeared from time to time throughout my 
time traveling to Las Vegas for my investigative duties, dluring my interaction with I on the phone and 
my interaction with some BLM Supervisory Law Enforcement Personnel. These issues included a religious test 
of sorts by either.__ ______ or.___ ______ during May of 2014, in which either!._ __ _ 
or AUSA Schiess (both of who I didn't know personally at the time) asked me during an open meeting "You're not 
a Mormon are you," as witnessed byl BLMI and BL~ 

I These issues also included]._ _______ pulling me, BLM! and BLM 
._ ______ aside in the lobby of the U.S. Attorney's Office on January 24, 2017, to specifically say "Let's 
get these shall we say Deplorables,", and on February 15, 2017, _______ pulling me aside in a 
vacant room in the courthouse and specifically initiating a conversation with me by stating they (meaning the 
Bundy's, their families and their supporters, who are generally part of the LOS/Mormon faith) are like a "cult" and 
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no better than drunks and drug dealers and specifically asking me if I agree. 

,__ ___ _ didn't keep his beliefs about the defendants, their families and supporters a secret and thus he 
imparted a clear bias and intent on the Prosecution Team and Investigative Team. I remember following LaVoy 
Finicum's shooting by law enforcement and subsequent death in Harney County, Oregon on, or about January 
26, 2016, and.__ ___ referring to the Lavoy Finicum and his family in derogatory ways and specifically 
saying that the Finicum's used their foster children as "slave labor'' to do their work for them. Note: The Finicum 
Civil Suit Case is moving forward and this week, FBI,__ ______ is in trial to determine whether or not he 
lied about Mr. Finicum's shooting. 

However, up until the winter of late 2016, and early 2017, I still held I in the highest of regards and I 
greatly respected him. I don't hold him to a perfect standard. Clearly, no one is perfect, especially not me. 
Throughout this this time period, especially before October of 2016, I felt I could work with I and 
eve~------- and the others who routinely displayed such immature behavior. I simply wanted to be a 
good example and hopefully influence them to modify their behavior and comply with guidance and do the right 
thing regarding the case. The issue is however, when you are respectfully and discretely told or asked about a 
potential issue, such as something as important as legal precedent and exculpatory/impeachment material, how 
does someone who made a simple error, or who was confused react? They don't "furiously demand" to have 
you removed from your position in a career destroying personnel action and have your secured office searched, 
numerous items in your office wholesale seized, refuse to speak with you about it and order you not to talk to 
anyone about it and aggressively question you to find OU!t if you had already reported it and if you had audio 
recorded them. Ultimately, I believe I and I felt I was a threat to their unethical actions 
and secrets and that I had already disclosed information to Congress and the DOI OIG. 

Other issues included BLM ________ calling _______ a "Little Hussy" on an October 14, 
2016, conference call and a factual misrepresentation in trial on February 15, 2017, byl.______ 
about the presence of government snipers under direct examination of BLM District Su~ 
I It should be noted that I personally briefed.__ ______ -= and _______ (by 
telephone) and I ___ (in person) on this issue prior to July 2017. Please keep in mind that I don't 
expect! and his team to remember all the issues in the vast amount of discovery surrounding this 
trial, that is what they have me for, and that is the specific du~------- wanted. 

Furthermore, the three most important instances of law enforcement dispatch communications were destroyed, 
lost or not captured. An internal investigation must be done to determine what happened and to rule out former 
BLM ,__ _______ involvement as was allegedly the case in other inquiries. In my approximate fifteen 
years in law enforcement, I've never heard of law enforcement dispatch communications being lost or otherwise 
not accounted for, much less on the three very most important events, from the three very most important days 
of a law enforcement operation. 

I believe..__ ____ set this negative example in his office and his subordinates, to include! .... ___ _ 

.._ __ simply followed his lead and ultimately they retaliated against anyone who didn't. 

Additionally, it should be understood that.._ ______ through no fault of her own would best be 
characterized as a participant in the failed 2014 Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Trespass Cattle Impound, thus 
potentially subject to be a witness and likely priivy to many BLM planning details that would be of interest to the 
Court, Jury and Defense. Therefore, it was likely problematic to also have her also act as a prosecuting 
attorney. Furthermore, I don't necessarily believe that,__ _____ misrepresentation question about 
government snipers {please see the trial transcript) to BLM District Supervisory,__ _______ on 
February 15, 2017, was definitely on purpose or to purposely question an ignorant witness. All that being said, I 
don't think Mr. Briscoe lied, I just believe he didn't know and was ignorant of the sniper(s). Also, I don't 
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necessarily expect the entire prosecution team and even my chain of command to remember all of the Discovery 
and immediately recall everything I briefed them on, that's why they have me to remind them. The question is, 
how to they act and what do they do when I remind them. 

I also saw from the Giglio/Henthorn that apparently none of the required internal investigations were initiated. 

Also, understand tha~ , even after being told that no photographs are allowed in the FBI Las Vegas 
Office's Command Center emailed out photos of the "Arrest tracking wall," which depicted subjects on the arrest 
list with "X's" through their bodies and with Cliven Bundy and Eric Parker with extra "X's" through their face. This 
action likely amounts to a Department of Justice Security violation. Please reference an email titled "Arrest 
tracking wall," dated March 3, 2016, from BLM ....._ _____ _ 
This unprofessional atmosphere, lack of discip'.line and even misconduct was rampant within the ranks of BLM 
Supervisory Law Enforcement Officials. In one instance, I remember reviewing an instant message that 
indicated a BLM Officer was giddy about going to jack-up Wayne Hage Jr., an individual that was recently in a 
U.S. Ninth Circuit appeal process. 

There was also a "cover up" to protect former BLM and prevent him from having to testify in 
'--------

court, which I can explain in detail. 

Additionally, please understand that nothing in this document is meant to speak poorly of FBI I who 
was my counterpart co-case agent from the DOJ/FBI. L_ was hard working and very dedicated to the 
case. Also, I would recommend that FBI I and13CMl are interviewed about the 
Prosecution Team "War Room" interaction I had with I ___ l and,___ _____ on 
February 16, 2017, which apparently led to I "furiously demanding" that I must be removed from the 
case. 

Also, I would be sure and review,___ ____ notes regarding the Prosecution Team interview with BLM 

Ll 
on November 28, 2016, (as witnessed by myself, BLMI _____ ,L-1 __ _ 

_ and FBI I in which BLM I ____ described severe 
misconduct by former BLM I that included I threatening physical harm on his 
employees and their families. Also, please review! notes regarding my telephone disclosure of other 
significant indicated and formally reported former BTivil._ _______ misconduct on October 14, 2016 
(notes available). 

There is no way that can claim that he didn't know about former BLM alleged ----- --------
and determined misconduct. 

Please note that on February 28, 2018, the U.S. Government, represented by Appellate Chief Elizabeth White 
for the U.S. Attorney's Office of the District of Nevada filed an 18-page document titled "Government's 
Consolidated Reply in Support of Its Motion to Reconsider Orders Dismissing Indictment with Prejudice." In part, 
this documented stated the following: "The government denies the allegations in the Memo (Document titled 
"Disclosure and Complaint Narrative in Regard to Bureau of Land Management Law Enforcement Supervisory 
Misconduct and Associated Cover-ups as well as Potential Unethical Actions, Malfeasance and Misfeasance by 
United States Attorney's Office Prosecutors from the District of Nevada, Las Vegas," sent to the National 
Criminal Discovery Coordinator/Associate Deputy Attorney General Andrew Goldsmith and the U.S. Department 
of Justice Office of Professional Responsibility) in Reference to the Cliven Bundy Investigation) and states that 
they are false in all material aspects." 

Basically, I ____ called me a liar. Of course, I request this be formally corrected. Because I don't know 
...._ ___ _ and to my knowledge I haven't met her, I don't hold her responsible for this issue. No doubt she 
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received her information from.__ ____ who one should think they could trust. Unfortunately, she was 
deceived and the inference and content in her document was false. 

To assist in a remedy for this situation, I formally request the document titled "Government's Consolidated 
Reply in Support of Its Motion to Reconsider Orders Dismissing Indictment with Prejudice," dated 
February 28, 2018, authored by Appellate Chief Elizabeth White be corrected. This document infers and 
states that I was lying in the memo. This is false and should be corrected. Please give me the opportunity to 
prove the document is 100% accurate by reviewing the evidence, corroborating information and thoroughly 
interviewing the witnesses. I do however agree that people did lie, deceive, cover-up misconduct and fail to 
disclose exculpatory and impeachment material. It is up to your investigation and the follow-up investigations by 
other agencies and oversight bodies to determine that and to make a finding about who is responsible. 

You must understand the amount of damage this has caused me and even my family. I'm willing to forgive what 
the Las Vegas U.S. Attorney's Office did to me, specifically! but out of respect, I do request an 
apology. I want to forgive and move on with my career and I want the U.S. Attorney's Office to learn from their 
mistakes and errors and to put measures in place to prevent them from happening again. 

Since, when does an Assistant United States Attorney have the right to "furiously demand" a career destroying 
and harmful personnel action, especially when that "furious demand" is based on covering up misconduct and 
failing to disclose exculpatory and impeachment material as required? 

Please let me know how I can further assist and if you have any questions. 

Sorry about the long explanation, but I believe these issues need to be thoroughly investigated and corrections 
need to be made to help prevent this from ever happening in the future. Please see my specific answers to your 
questions below in red. 

Thank you. 

(1) The Federal Bureau of Investigation's ("FBl's") Law Enforcement Operation Order: I don't know why the BLM's 
Operation order wasn't disclosed. In a telephone conference call on December 12, 2016, membis of BLM OLES upper 
level law enforcement management (to include fomier BLM OLES Director Salvatore Lauro, BLM 
BLM ._,.....,...~and myself), I thought it was decided to disclose the operations order. =ot,,,_e,_: .... Tff""'1""'s""W""a.,...s.,.on=e1__.,of 
two ciayS(ti'feother one being on March 3, 2016), that BLMI specifically informed BLMI 
I that a witness/employee failed to tum over excufpatory"fnaferia1 as required. If the BL M's Operat1&ror""""'-a""e=r-a=na the 
ffl01ti~ Threat Assessments weren't turned over, then that was no doubt I call. I don't know if this 
ffK£l-e to disclose the Operation Order and the multiple Threat Astessme~ts Were a srmple error in judgement on the part 
of or deliberate. If I were to guess, I would say that'"" _____ most likely thought there was some sort of 
e~mption. 

(2) The FBI Burke 302 about Egbert: I don't remember this document and I don't have access to review it. I would be 
happy to help, but I would need to review it first. However, please see above for the disclosure to me by BLM Field I l ....-nn. ....... -....- ........ ...., and another officer (I can't remember who), that stated FBI agents wouldn't take their statem~ 
and ffiorooglily Interview them because they (the people being interviewed) were critical of the 2014 Gold Butte Trefiass 
Cattle Impound and fomier BLMI It would be easy to see who interviewed! ( l 
and then ask the FBI agents about If. rc1) 

(3) The FBI 302 about BLM Delmolino authored byl I don't remember this document. As I recall, 
there may be some issues, but don't take my word tor It, I may 15e mistaken. If I can review the document and speak with 
BLM , I could be of more service. I have an idea, but out of respect I don't want to formally speculate. 

( 

(4) the FBI 302 about BLMI observing the listening post/observation posts ("LPOPs"): This is very 
important, a key issue and iRely purposefully covered-up. 

BLM F~kJ Stalfl was the one that disclosed lo ~=I _..,...,,.,.., from the Special 
Event Tactical Tham (SETT) Was a deployed school trained sniper. "rtramntirs disclosure to me well before 
trial and for sure before Jul'( of 2016. As I remember, I me that he qlso helpedl or 
was a spotter or member o the LP/OP, or something fltij JVIJ(IF.)I remem er tliis because both I arnthfre'"troth 
interested i1sh~ti7 and enjoyed talking to each other. r=olfowing this disclosure, I told BLrvf_.,........,....,...,..............,........,_, and I 
also briefed .,..,.,,._.=-'_ and I by telephone. This was important because tl'ie BLM didn't 
formally ha a ac ,car TeamJSWAl I earn. Fbtmer BLMI • ·----~ specifically utilized the National Park 
Service (NPS) and U.S. Park Police (USPP) SETT Team(~ basically ~WAT team with tactical/militarized and 
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specialized equipment) to fulfill sniper type missions such as covert surveillance and reconnaissance, listening 
post/observation post (LP/OP) operations, and specialized covert missions and patrols next to, and around the Bundy 
residence. Unfortunately, that way, people felt comfortable saying that BLM doesn't have a SWAT Team and there is no 
such thing as "BLM Sniper." Of course, this was misleading. 

1....., ...... _.._,... was also the one that informed me that the team was equipped with a precision scoped bolt action rifle and 
~targe" ffani"e (AR style), 308 caliber rifle with optics. 

I can speak to this issue with some level of knowledge. While I was in the Marine Corps, I was an Infantry Officer and 
along other significant formal combat training I attended the Marine Corps Scout Sniper Employment Officer's Couse in 
Quantico, VA. Therefore, I understand and I can identify sniper and designated marksman missions, employment, roles, 
and equipment. 

In short, the utilization of optics on a precision bolt action rifle and AR style rifles, especially large frame/308 caliber AR 
style rifles with magnified optics, especially optics with graduated reticles that enable the successful engagement of 
targets out to 500+ meters, when combined with over watch/LPOP and covert missions is by doctrine tne equipment and 
role of a sniper, sniper/spotter team and/or designated marksman. 

Of course, there were government agents/officers, commanded by former BLMI.....,"'"""' ............... ..--- equipped like snipers, 
fulfilling the role of snipers and even one that was apparently a formally school trntned sniper. 

We need to understand that in itself, there is nothing illegal or unethical about utilizing specially equipped and highly 
trained marksmen in high risk operations such as Cartel Marijuana Grow Operations, Active Shooter/Threats, Barricaded 
Dangerous Subjects/Hostage Situations and Dangerous Fugitive Apprehension Operations. The individuals are typically 
referred to generically as "snipers," but remember in a law enforcement setting, these individuals should be utilized 
defensively and/or as a last resort. The issue is that the U.S. Attorney's Office and seemingly official talking points were 
deceptive. 

Additionally, BLM said that former BLM wanted to send his BLM agents to sniper 
school. ~----- ~------

You may recall that on or about February 15, 2017 k::g~irect e. xamination at trail,L .....,..--..,.,,""'"~ for some 
reason specifically asked BLM District Supervisory ......,......,,_,...,, that to his knoW1edge, Were t~re any 
government snipers at the 2014 Gold Butte/Cliven espass Cattle Impound. said no. Please 
review the transcript to ensure I am relaying it correctly. I don't necessaply think that• ..,.,.,,......,"'"" ....... misrepresented this 
issue in order to purposefully deceive the jury and the Court and I doubtt-t----- Was aware of the sniper(s). 

That is why I wanted to correct it. No big deal. I just felt it should likely be corrected to avoid any confusion or issues. 

Please reference an email I sent to BLMJmm and former BLM OLES Director Salvatore Lauro on April 27, 
2017, titled "Re: Phone Conversation Sary from 4126117," which addresses the snipers. Please also reference my 
disclosure to your office and to Associate Deputy Attorney General Andrew Goldsmith that describes the sniper issues. 
Also, in regards to some of emissions, please reference an email titled "Information Requested Tod y,"' dated October 
14, 2016, from myself to BL :....r='""1'l~'l-:-f'F.,,__and an email titled "Information you requested form regarding 
Friday's phone call," dated O 'f6, from BLM _______ to _______ a I note the alteration to email. (F) 
. (b) 

Please understand that the investigation also indicated that at some point FBI snipers were actually defil:,yed and/or 
immediately on hand for deployment and that likely Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department (LVMP~ had snipers on 
hand for deployment or that they were actually deployed on April 12, 2014. It was even mentioned that immediately 
before the 2014 Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Trespass the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service had t: s~rt: tactical team, 
allegedly possibly with snipers out there near the Bundy residence. Additionally, BLM Field 
later reported that he believed that one night an officer from another agency took a speciali e so ily owned rltie out 
of his vehicle and went out to take a position on an LP/OP. 

I can provide additional clarifying information about this, my grand jury testimony and the April 6, 2014, arrest of Dave 
Bundy where suspected snipers were photographed. All of this information is important and should be understood. 

(5) The FBI 302 about BLM Racker assignment to LPOP: I can't specifically remember this document, but I believe the 
issues surrounding the above document and "snipers" may apply. I would be happy to review the document. I just don't 
have access to it now. 

(6) The unredacted FBI TOC log: I'm not 100% sure what "FBI TAC log" is being referred to. If it is the Tac Log that 
documented the covert camera placed to monitor the Bundy residence, I'm sure the reason is to cover up the monitoring 
of Cliven Bundy's personal residence on his private property and that his residence was under constant surveillance and 
point surveillance by covert tactically equipped officers. The other issue is likely, where is the video? Ask yourself this, 
have you ever heard of an "IP" surveillance camera that didn't automatically record? I haven't. Also, have you ever heard 
of a "IP" camera that was live fed into a command center and that was not only not recorded, but the viewing terminal 
wasn't even manned and there were no notes? I haven't. Additionally, understand this, the key events during the Gold 
Butte/Cliven Bundy 2014 Trespass Cattle Impound were on April 6, 2014 (the arrest of Dave Bundy-after former BLM 
I and officers on the scene were told not to arrest), April 9, 2014 (the throwing down of Margaret Bundy 
~ffin~able on YouTube), the multiple tasing of Ammon Sundy, and the deployment of BLM canines (review the 
BLM policy on this), and the incredibly important events of April 12, 2014, when some of the comments bv BLM Law 
Enforcement were also captured on body cameras (in part, until one witness turned his camera off-available in part on 
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YouTube) was either not recorded, lost or destroyed. In almost fifteen years in law enforcement, I've never heard of a law 
enforcement dispatch failing to record or loosing key communications, especially the three most important events, on the 
most important days of an entire law enforcement operation. This must be investigated. It is just my personal opinion, but 
I don't think the dispatchers were at fault for this. 

I don't believe the Tac Log in question references the March 3, 2016, arrest operation Tac Log from the Command Post at 
the Las Vegas FBI Office. However, if it does, it might mention that no photographs were allowed and document the 
arrest tracking wall and memorialize the "tracking wall" with a photograph of tfle defendants with "X'sff through them and 
Cliven Bundy ~nd Eric Parker with extra "X's" through their faces, such as was captured in the photograP,hs contained in 
the email BLMl-'ll. ==-=.,,........., sent out, titled "Arrest tracking wall,' dated March 3, 2016, even after!.,_ ___ _ 
was told no pho~taphs were allowed in the FBl's Command Center. ~ 

(7) The various threat assessments by different agencies including the FBI and BLM." Simply put, I believe the threat 
assessments were purposefully not disclosed because they went against the narrative. The threat assessments didn't 
support the vast aggressive militaristic trespass cattle impound operation led by former BLM I ,....._.,......., and the 
tactical disposition, number and equipment of the officers and agents. The threat assessmer'm-aitl1□st Ute 0p~site. 
They supported the Nevada State recommendation of a "soft" impound and/or associated property lien as described and 
recommended by Nevada Animal Industry Administrator Brand Inspector Flint Wright and uncovered during his interview 
on or about September 17, 2015, by myself and FBI I They also sup,p<;>rted what I believe was BLM 
civilian management's intent of a much less aggress~~~lhg closure area. I can explain this further if 
requested. 

You may also remember disclosures about an extensive social media BLM misinformation campaign directed byl L that seemed to have the effect of aggravating the public sentiment. This misinformation campaign was simrrctno a 
military operation and intelligence gathering operation and was in regard to constitutionally _erotected 1st Amendlt 
activities and a kin to the "intelligence preparation of the battlefield." The FBI couldn't specifically participate in 
intelligence gathering activities, but I remember after the 2014 Trespass Cattle Impound, but before the arrest o ~~tion, 
this intelligence gathering, generally over social media using undercover accounts and open monitoring was dire eel by 
I and conducted by a newly formed BLM unit called the "Threat Mitigation Unit" (TMU) commanded also 
~9~er BLMk· .....,..,....._.,,-....,.,,........, This activity, which was evidently prohibited by FBI policy, was allowed and 
conducted in the absence of a specitfc BCM policy, in essence by using a directed loophole to conduct the electronic 
surveillance and monitoring. 

•1 see from your line of questions you are concerned about the reckless and willful withholding of exculpatory material that 
amountl?d to_"o1:1trageous" and "flag~ant misconduct" by the prosecution team, chiefly I identified by 
U.S. Chief D1stnct Court Judge Gloria Navarro on December 20, 2017, when she dec~~n January 8, 
2018, when she dismissed the case with prejudice and when she reaffirmed the dismissal with prejudice on July 3, 2018, 
when she refused to reverse her dismissal with prejudice. Please understand, this is just the tip of the iceberg and in 
some cases, it was no doubt willful. Ask yourself, if the withholding of exculpatory/impeachment material was accidental 
or inadvertent due to the sheer volume of discovery or due to a misunderstanding or miscommunication. If so, would 
1......,_,,...,_. ''furiously demand" that I be removed from my often recognized and rewarded role as DOI/SLM 
case AgenTro'fcrL-ead Investigator? Would my office be searched outside of my presence and without any of the 
reasonably required documentation? Would I be aggressively questioned to see who I reported the misconduct to and if I 
had ever audio recorded my chain of command? Would I be threatened, retaliated against, harassed and told no one 
wants to speak with e, forbidden to speak about it or to contact the U.S. Attorney's Office? Of course not. I 
and his chief helper, (the individual that investigated the dumpster of shredded BLM docbm.,.,en""t"'s..,..) g""o""r.-
caught. Please not I es e isconduct the Judge identified. Please investi~ate the other related misconduct 
including the failure to disclose other potentially exculpatory/impeachment material and I'------ easily articulated 
gross abuse of authority. 

I am happy to provide the source material and any background information as well as to answer any questions you may 
have. 

Thank you. 

Respectfully, 

On Mon, Jul 9, 2018 at 1 :42 PM, Masling, Mark (QPR) <Mark.Masling@usdoj.gov> wrote: 

Agent._! __ 

Thank you for your e-mail. I apologize for the delay in responding. In light of the Court's Order, we have some preliminary 
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I questions that we would like you to answer in writing. If you do not have answers to some or all of the questions, please 

let us know that as well. 

In the Court's July 13, 2018 Order (at page 2), the Court referenced seven documents, or categories of documents, and 
their contents: 

"the Court found that the Government willfully failed to disclose potentially exculpatory, favorable and material 

information including, but not limited to, the following documents and their contents: (1) the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation's ("FBl's") Law Enforcement Operation Order; (2) the FBI Burke 302 about Egbert; 

(3) the FBI 302 about BLM Delmolino authored by,__ _____ ; (4) the FBI 302 about BLMl1-___ _ 

L observing the listening post/observation posts ("LPOPs"); (5) the FBI 302 about BLM Racker assignment to 
LPOP; (6) the unredacted FBI TOC log; and (7) the various threat assessments by different agencies 

including the FBI and BLM." 

Please provide OPR with written answers to the following questions (the phrase "the government" refers to attorneys, 

agents, or others involved in the investigation or prosecution): 

1) For each of the seven documents or categories of documents, please provide us with any specific, concrete, 

verifiable information that you possess that would either support or refute the Court's assertion that the government 

willfully failed to disclose them. 

2) For each of the seven documents or categories of documents, please provide us with any specific, concrete, 

verifiable information that you possess that would show or tend to show that the government intentionally (as opposed to 

mistakenly) failed to disclose them. 

3) For each of the seven documents or categories of documents, please provide us with any specific, concrete, 
verifiable information that you possess that shows who made, participated in, or was aware of, the decision not to 

disclose them (if any such decision was made). 

4) For each of the seven documents or categories of documents, please provide us with any specific, concrete, 

verifiable information that you possess that would show or tend to show that the government mistakenly failed to disclose 

them, and if there were such mistakes, provide us with your understanding as to why mistakes were made. 

Thank you for your cooperation with OPR's inquiry. 

Mark Masling 

OPR Assistant Counsel 
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From: --------------Sent: Thursday, July 05, 2018 5:42 PM 

To: Masling, Mark (OPR) <Mark.Masling@opr.usdoj.gov>; OPR Complaints <0PR.COMPLAINTS@opr.usdoj.gov> 
Subject: Re: Misconduct Allegations re US v. Bundy et al 

Good evening. 

I hope you are well. 

My name is ,__ _____ _ 

I wanted to quickly follow up regarding this March 6, 2018, email and my previous February 23, 2018, inquiry. 

I'm a Special Agent/Criminal Investigator with the U.S. Department of Interior (DOI), Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 
Previously, I was assigned as the DOI/BLM Case Agent and Lead Investigator (for approximately 2 years and 10 months) 
regarding the Cliven Bundy/2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound operation out of the District of Nevada (Las Vegas) in 
reference to Case: 2:16-cr-00046-GMN-PAL (United States of America v. Cliven Bundy, et al). 

I wanted to check on the status of a prosecutor misconduct complaint I made on November 28, 2017, to the Department of 
Justice (DOJ) Office of Professional Responsibility (QPR), following a referral from the U.S. Office of Special Counsel (the OSC 
case was initiated in March 2017). This complaint was sent by U.S. Postal Service Certified Mail (Number: 7017 0190 0001 
0966 4371 }, in reference to Federal Prosecutor misconduct arising from the 2014 Cliven Bundy Federal Court Ordered Trespass 
Cattle Impound and the associated follow-on investigation. The U.S. Postal Service website indicated it was delivered on 
December 5, 2017, at 5:33 a.m. 

I followed up on Feb 23, 2018, with an email titled "Cliven Bundy Prosecution Complaint out of the District of Nevada." 

I just wanted to check in with you to let you know that I'm standing by to be interviewed and to ensure (hopefully) that evidence 
has been preserved and witness testimony is obtained. To my knowledge, no interviews have been conducted and no evidence 
has been safeguarded and/or obtained because it appears everyone is waiting on DOJ OPR to start the process. I know 
evidence has been lost and I believe witness testimony has been corrupted. 

On February 18, 2017, I was removed from the Cliven Bundy investigation by the "furious demand" of Assistant United States 
Attorney ......, _ ___,.---,--..,....,.-- following my objections to misconduct, inquiries and reminding about potentially exculpatory 
and impeachment material apparently not disclosed in the Bundy Case. Later, Chief Judge Navarro severely chastised L 
l__ the prosecution team and other federal agents, when Chief Judge Navarro first declared a mistrial, then dismiss~dl)e 
case with prejudice. 

I respectfully, request now that Chief Judge Navarro has denied the government's request for reconsideration (as of July 3, 
2018) of her January 8, 2018, dismissal with prejudice, that DOJ OPR begin their investigation, so then the Department of 
Interior (DOI) Office of Inspector General (OIG} can then at some point begin their investigation (once the DOJ OPR 
investigation is concluded). See, in the meantime, many who acted unethically, in violation of policy/rules and even likely 
criminally, still in many cases occupy positions of special trust and confidence. 
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Additionally, I request and expect the Nevada U.S. Attorney's Office to correct the record in reference to the February 28, 2018, 
Government's Consolidated Reply in Support of Its Motion to Reconsider Orders Dismissing the Indictment with Prejudice. In 
this official document filed with the court, the government denies my allegations and states they are false in all material aspects. 

In regard to how I was treated by my agency in the form of retaliation, reprisal and retaliation (in part evidently directed by\_. 
I demands), that has been satisfactorily resolved. The issue is that the actual misconduct evidently hasn't been on(7)(F) 
investigated, even despite reports the Attorney General ordered an investigation. 

I stand by to provel_...,_ __ was purposefully attempted to mislead the court and the DOJ and as a result my career was 
almost ruined. lnclt"aed below as evidence is some of the information I compiled to support my points. 

I also followed up with your OIG Hotline (online). 

Thank you for your time. I know you are busy and these things take time. The truth needs to come out. 

These unethical and illegal actions by\_. and others almost cost my a career and tarnished my reputation. I request they 
are fully investigated. (7)(C) 

I know you are busy and that you will need to consult with several levels of management regarding this. I appreciate your 
efforts. Although this case is kind of long and drawn out, it is pretty easy. 

I can be reached by email at or on my government cell phone at (208)272-0566. ,__ ____ _ 

Thank you. 

Respectfully, 

The following is enclosed for your reference: 

For the record and your notes, I wanted to bring to your attention an 18 page document (apparently filed on 
2/28/2018 with the Federal District Court in Las Vegas, NV) titled "Government's Consolidated Reply in 
Support if Its Motion to Reconsider Orders Dismissing Indictment with Prejudice." 

For the purpose of the official court record and in the interest of honesty and disclosure, I believe there are 
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j several items that need to be corrected and disclosed. Otherwise, I believe members of the Las Vegas U.S. 
Attorney's Office may place themselves in administrative jeopardy. 

As you may remember, on December 20, 2017, U.S. Chief District Court Judge Gloria Navarro declared a 
mistrial in the Cliven Bundy et al. case in the District of Nevada out of Las Vegas. According to accounts, 
Judge Navarro indicated that the government prosecution team willfully withheld critical potentially exculpatory 
evidence from the Defense. 

On January 8, 2018, Judge Navarro dismissed the government's case against Cliven Bundy, Ammon Bundy, 
Ryan Bundy and Ryan Payne with prejudice and was quoted as saying "the government's conduct in this case 
was indeed outrageous," "the government had a reckless disregard for Constitutional obligations," "the court 
finds the universal sense of justice has been violated" and "there has been flagrant misconduct, substantial 
prejudice and no lesser remedy is sufficient." Note: Apparently, there was a similar instance in a case titled 
"U.S. v. Chapman," out of the District of Nevada in which Mr. ! was the Acting United States 
Attorney. Records indicated that the government failed to meet its obligations to disclose over 650 pages of 
documents to the defense and accordingly the District Court dismissed the indictment against Daniel 
Chapman, Sean Flanagan and Herbert Jacobi. After that, the Ninth Circuit upheld this dismissal by the District 
Court Judge and ruled against the government. 

On February 7, 2018, the U.S. Government, represented by Appellate Chief Elizabeth White for the U.S. 
Attorney's Office of the District of Nevada filed a 29-page document titled "Government's Motion to Reconsider 
Orders Dismissing Indictment with Prejudice." Note: For potential future discussion purposes, please note that 
the investigation indicated that by the evening of April 11, 2014, all the contractors and all but approximately 12 
of the Federal Civilian Employees had been ordered to leave the Incident Command Post (ICP), located in the 
Toquop Wash in Clark County, near Bunkerville, NV. Also, please note the various uses of force/detentions to 
include that of Dave Bundy on April 6, 2014, Margaret Bundy Houston/Police Canine deployments on April 9, 
2014, Spencer/Tyler Shillig on April 10, 2014, and Joseph Brown on April 11, 2014. 

On February 26, 2018, the U.S. Government, represented by First Assistant United States Attorney! 
l filed a 24-page document titled "Government's Consolidated Response to Defendant Engel's ...... cM ...... r:,J.-=-io-n for 
Release Pending Sentencing and or Appeal and Motion for a New Trial Under Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure, Rule 33, and or a Judgement of Acquittal Under Rule 29." 

Note: This argument stated that Mr. Engel, in order to demonstrate a Brady violation must show that the 
information at issue was favorable to him because it is either exculpatory or impeaching (please see below), or 
that it was suppressed by the government either willfully or inadvertently and that it was material to the 
outcome of the trial (please see below). Specifically, note the likely undisclosed witness electronic 
communications and open statements that I specifically identified to BLM ASAC I other members 
of my chain of command and/or....,,_,,,_.......,...~,_--. (please see below. Also please note the numerous 
original reports (Memorandums of Activity/Memorandums of Interview) authored by BLM Office of Professional 

Responsibility I -~-~-~---- that were improperly shredded by BLM ._I~--
said something like "here is what I think about him or his work." Further note the 

-----,-----,.~--,, 
derogatory report about the FBI authored by BLM Office of Professional Responsibility 
,__ ______ and ordered deleted by Blfv1..., _____ __,..~· Further note the .... n-um-er_o_u_s-re_p_o.....,rt=-e...,.d..,..text 
message communications not tuned over in this investigation and the information that BLM -------
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I indicated to BLM ..,__.,..,---,-,,__~-~- wasn't turned over (see below-March 3, 2016, December 112, 
2016). Please note the information likely contained on the Dave Bundy iPad, which according to BLMl_ 

1 

I (which I think was originally reported by BLM)...,........--.,....,---..,.....- may unfortunately have (7XC) 

inadvertently captured audio of officers bragging about "roughing up" Dave Bundy, grinding his face into the 
pavement and talking about how Dave Bundy had little bits of gravel stuck in his face. 

Additional Note: In addition to the below addressed likely exculpatory and impeaching material, as well as both 
the government's likely willful and inadvertent suppression of material (please also see below), there also 
appears to be a formal date error in the conclusion of the document that would likely need to be corrected for 
the record. 

On February 28, 2018, the U.S. Government, represented by Appellate Chief Elizabeth White for the U.S. 
Attorney's Office of the District of Nevada filed an 18-page document titled "Government's Consolidated Reply 
in Support of Its Motion to Reconsider Orders Dismissing Indictment with Prejudice." In part, this documented 
stated the following: "The government denies the allegations in the Memo (Document titled "Disclosure 
and Complaint Narrative in Regard to Bureau of Land Management Law Enforcement Supervisory Misconduct 
and Associated Cover-ups as well as Potential Unethical Actions, Malfeasance and Misfeasance by United 
States Attorney's Office Prosecutors from the District of Nevada, Las Vegas," sent to the National Criminal 
Discovery Coordinator/Associate Deputy Attorney General Andrew Goldsmith and the U.S. Department of 
Justice Office of Professional Responsibility) in Referernce to the Cliven Bundy Investigation) and states that 
they are false in all material aspects." 

Note: I feel the best way to answer the statement by Ms. White is to go through the "memo" and designate 
some of the evidence, corroborating information, witnesses and reporting parties. If requested, I can disclose 
more. Since there is so much information, I will only designate a few items in an attempt not to continually 
duplicate that reference and those witnesses. Additionally, please understand that I drew the conclusion 
statements in the memo from the evidence, corroborating information, witness disclosures and from the 
information I discovered through my duties as the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Case Agent/Lead Investigator and 
the fact pattern that was revealed. I also determined a nefarious motive on the part of my direct supervision 
and likely on the part of! based on how they acted when I reported the potential issues and 
misconduct discoveries to them. Not only d(d they not want me to elaborate, they removed me from my duties, 
searched my office and locked safe, removed large amounts of information without any documentation 
(reasonably needed/required), ordered me not to contact any members of the U.S. Attorney's Office 
Prosecution Team and refused my requests to speak with management above BLM ------

Additionally, when I expressed concern to what I would say on the witness stand and under oath about the 
indications and findings, the best answer my supervision gave me was "fake a stroke and fall over," "don't get 
into it," and that a senior official would be "on vacation" and not available to testify and that BLM L was taking some sort of family/medical leave to prevent from having to testify. -------

Additional Note: Some items in the government motions are factually in error and whether inadvertently or 
purposefully, tend to portray misrepresentations to the reader or the court. 

Also for the record, it should also be noted that there is no and that ,.________ ._ _____ _ 
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I was a National Park Service Chief Ranger and later a Police Chief for the Hoover Dam Police Depattment. It is 
likely the misrepresentations and errors should be corrected for the record. 

Please note ml continued reports of the suspected issues and misconduct to my chain of command ( chiefly 
BLM Assistant...,.,.__-,--..,_ ____ ,..,.-__ ....-.,_ and later BLM __ .,.,.,.... _ _,,....-beginning February 3, 
2017) and the attempted correction of the unethical and improper actions either contemporaneous with the 
misconduct, or as soon as practically and professionally possible (within 24 hours). Also please note my 
objections to the misconduct and the reporting of discovered misconduct (considered likely exculpatory/Brady 
Material), unethical/unprofessional acts (considered likely impeachment/Jencks Material) and potential 
crimes/legal violations as revealed in the investigation (except when supervisors were the reporting parties, 
since there is an assumption they had already corrected and further reported the misconduct discovery as 
appropriate/required). 

It is important to note that beginning in March 2017, I was ultimately forced to go outside of my chain of 
command in an effort to correct the misconduct (BLM Ethics Official/U.S. Office of Special Counsel). My hope 
was that the court and the jury would be aware of all information, including potentially exculpatory and 
impeachment information (as required) and that given those facts, with all things considered, justice would be 
served and the rampant unprofessionalism and BLM Law Enforcement Supervisory Misconduct would be 
corrected and deterred. My intention was to save the case from a fatal error and let the justice system work 
and to let our own agencies administrative processes and training correct the misconduct and further deter it in 
the future. 

The last thing I wanted to do was to criticize the officers on the ground under duress or under the pressure of 
time and events with only a limited knowledge of the situation and threat. The point in not to highlight when a 
working officer says or does something inappropriate or makes a mistake. I make all kinds of mistakes and I 
do dumb stuff all the time. My desire was to properly inform the prosecution team/court, to change the culture 
with BLM Law Enforcement Management, stop the "cover-ups" and gain oversight for my agency. What I saw 
was a leadership problem and severe issues in supervision, the reporting and correction process. Therefore, 
when I designate items of concern below, if a subordinate employee did or said something considered 
inappropriate or unethical, that isn't my concern. Therefore, there isn't a need to identify them here. My 
concern is about BLM Senior/Supervisory Law Enforcement Management that was not only well aware of the 
misconduct, but often times they participated in, instigated, approved of and/or concealed the misconduct, 
unethical actions and other issues. Furthermore, in addition to failing to correct, discourage and report the 
misconduct (see the email text message distribution lists), some of these supervisory officials even retaliated 
against those who objected to and reported the misconduct as necessary and required. 

Also, in no way am I taking up for individuals that broke the law or ethics directives. My job and my desire is to 
lay out the facts in the best, most unbiased and professional way that I can, and then let the justice system and 
the law enforcement administrative process do the rest. 

Additionally, when I attempt to specifically cite some of the issues below, when it comes to the hurtful gossip, 
body shaming, ridicule, etc., I will be vague and not specifically identify the perpetrators and victims. However, 
I am available to go into specifics in a more confidential way. Also, I won't plan to designate every witness or 
reporting party at this point. 
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Note: Please reference the Memorandum of Activity titled "Collection and review of"""""'=--~-.. Gold 
Butte Investigative case materials," by BLA/4._,.., __ ----.-....---, dated February 18, 2017. BLM 

~

ument references four issues. However, I thoroughly documented in my notes and"="'~e~d 
ver approximately 32 issues and investigative findings. ff they weren't destroyed by BLfi/4,____ 

when they were seized, they should be available for review. (7)(Fl 

Additionally, in my opinion this document incorrectly and deceptively attempted to indicate that I ;ndicated that 
the BLM lacks law enforcement authority. My concern was however that the letter and the spirit or intent of 
BLM's primary enabling statute, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976143 USC 1733 (c) (1), 
was being violated without Department of Interior approval or knowledge. The law says "When the Secretary 
(of the Interior) determines that assistance is necessary (besides utilizing the FBI) in enforcing Federal laws 
and regulations relating to the public lands or their resources he shall offer a contract to appropriate local 
officials having law enforcement authority within their respective jurisdictions with the view of achieving 
maximum feasible reliance upon local officials in enforcing such laws and regulations. The 
Secretary shall negotiate on reasonable terms with such officials who have authority to enter into such 
contracts to enforce such Federal laws and regulations." 

My concern was that nationwide, the BLM wasn't offering any contracts to local officials to enforce Federal law 
and regulations with respect to Federal Public Lands and their resources, much less with the intentlspiritf'view" 
of maximum feasible reliance upon local officials in enforcing Federal Laws and regulations. My concern also 
was that the Secretary/Deputy Secretary of the Interior had no idea the BLM was failing in this way. 

Additionally, I wanted direction from my chain of command that was preferably reviewed by the Department of 
Interior Solicitor's Office on what to say if I was asked about this on the witness stand and as the Case Agent, 
how to help prepare the numerous BLM law enforcement witnesses for that particular series of likely 
questions. This was because my pre-trial research indicated that due to former BLMI I conflict with Utah Sheriffs and the removing of funding for the their di,_ep_a_it,...m_e_n...,.ts_a_n_d"'"'l,..,..he--
Bundy's claims about federal law enforcement, this would likely be a question for BLM witnesses. 

-Ultimately, the Secretary of Interior delegated this responsibility to the BLM. The issue is that the BLM never 
utilized any local law enforcement contracts to enforce Federal Laws and regulations with respect to Federal 
Public lands and their resources as required in our own enabling statute. Thereby, the BLM no doubt deprived 
local officials of Congressional mandated funding and ;nf/uence. Additionally, this oversight likely increased 
response times to calls for service, emergency situations and crimes in progress as well as decreased law 
enforcement coverage simply due to cost. (For instance, the average journeyman Federal Ranger/Agent 
makes approximately $100,000. 00+ per year and the average local law enforcement officer makes 
approximately $30,000.00 to $50,000.00 per year.) 

(Please reference the email and text message chain on February 2, 2017, titled "HR 621 and 622" between me 
and BLML . Please also reference the article previously on the BLM website titled'~ Long 
Tradition of Federal Resource Protection," by Steven Martin, which has been removed. Reference an email 
titled "Re: HR 621 and 622," from BL"/4.,_._..__,_..,,.._,-.-.,_=-on February 7, 2017. Please further Reference a 
letter from BLM OLES Director William Woody to fdafio Representative Raul Labrador dated January 18, 
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12018.) 

The document authored by BLM1----,---,..-,,,---,---...- also references a "rumor log. " It should be noted that 
I was briefed on all potentially damaging and embarrassing case findings, indications and the 
reporting parties/witnesses. As far asL is concerned, there are no "rumors" with the exception of 
conversations I overheard by unknown officeis in May of 2016, while on detail in Arizona. Additionally, I 
objected to the misconduct both verbally and in writing and it is specifically documented in my seized case 
notes. I specifically told me that he wanted the responsibility to coordinate and brief the 
prosecution team. It should also be noted that when I informeq of a conversation that I had with 
former BL ...,__ __ ~...., (a direct subordinate of BLM in which...,.1......,.,.-.-__,_-
disclosed misconduct by___ and indicated that he tried to correct it, but no one would listen to him, 
I told me "I bet he .........,,____,...._ did have a lot to say." Then, BLM~,.......,....-,,---- indicated to 
me tha I quit and abandoned our agency during this rough time in our history (by accepting a 
position as a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Special Agent). 

Following a conversation that I had with U.S. Park Police,,,___,,.--,-,..---.-.-_,,,.,.,. in which we learned that 
some officers were in fact equipped with laser aiming devices (as claimed by Cliven Bundy-which we originally 
thought was a ridiculous claim) and tha~ told me that he would have no doubt sought 
approval, or was directed by former BL to arrest Dave Bundy (despite numerous directives by 

not to make arrests)._ _____ told me "he wasn't worried about it." ,---
Also, when I told BLML 
(a direct subordinate of BLMI 
BLMI 

about a telephone conversation I had with BLA/4 .... _,,_ _ __,,~......,..-­
), in which he confirmed information originally provided by 

:(also later corroborated by U.S. Forest Service Law Enforcement Officer 
..,._ _ ____,-a-nd....--m_a_d..-e-a-nother disclosure,! told me "I wouldn't worry about it, Rand iscfJJprofessional, 
he would never say anything" (I believ~,____ ____ meant on the witness stand/under oathkfP"'!for an internal 
investigation). C7lCF) 

Finally, whe .__ __ _,__,_,__ and.__....--_,___,..-,---.-searched my office and safe, and wholesale removed 
the case file, case notes, electronic records (contained on several hard-drives), my extensive notes on the 
discovered, reported and indicated issues/misconduct, lessons learned and likely personal papers, L__ 
I utilizedj as a witness (according tol , his decades long closf.tfniWld, the 
individual that introduced! to his wife, the individual that talked,,_,_-,--,-,--.,...,...,..--. into transferring 
from the National Park Service to the Bureau of Land Management, the individual that hired..__~--=--- as 
a BLM Special Agent, the individual that hired! as a BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge, a 
likely potential Bundy Trial witness, an important member of the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound 
Command Staff, a victim on April 12, 2014, a primary reporting party to misconduct tha~ .... .,...,----.-­
deceptively acted confused/ignorant about, a witness to more misconduct and a recipient to unprofessional 
electronic communications). 

Please note my complaints to my supervisor's supervisor, BLM Special Agent-in-Charge .... ! ____ on 
February 3, 2017. 
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Please note my complaints to the U.S. Attorney's Office Prosecution Team on October 13, 2016, October 14, 
2016, and February 16, 2017. Note: was fully previously briefed on each one of these issues 
and if known, the reporting parties were specifically disclosed to him. 

Please note my complaints to the U.S. Office of Special Counsel and a Bureau of Land Management Ethics 
Official in March of 2017. 

Please note my complaints to BLM OLES Director Salvatore Lauro on April 26, 2017. (Reference an email 
titled "Phone Conversation Summary from 4/26/2017," at approximately 11 :16 a.m., and my reply at 
approximately 2:11 p.m.) 

Please note my complaints to BLM OLES Director Willuam "Bill" Woody on August 24, 2017. (Reference an 
email titled "Request for Telephone Meeting," dated August 24, 2017, at approximately 1 :13 p.m., and the 
associated attachments. Also reference the numerous follow-on emails.) 

Enclosed below for reference is the document titled "Disclosure and Complaint Narrative in Regard to Bureau 
of Land Management Law Enforcement Supervisory Misconduct and Associated Cover-ups as well as 
Potential Unethical Actions, Malfeasance and Misfeasance by United States Attorney's Office Prosecutors from 
the District of Nevada, Las Vegas," aka "the Memo," sent to the National Criminal Discovery 
Coordinator, Associate Deputy Attorney General Andrew Goldsmith and the U.S. Department of Justice Office 
of Professional Responsibility. I will go through the memo and designate some of the evidence, corroborating 
information, witnesses, reporting parties and responsible parties. I can provide additional information as 
requested. 

Please consider all quotes and times approximate (but believed to be accurate) due to the seizure of the Cliven 
Bundy/Gold Butte Casefile and my case related notes without any documentation on February 18, 2017, by 
BLM 

I am confident that the documented comments and disclosures represented below weren't misunderstood or 
taken out of context. 

Issue: As a U.S. Department of Interior (DOI), Bureau of Land Management (SLM), Office of Law 
Enforcement and Security (OLES) Special Agent (SA) and Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the Cliven 
Bundy/2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound Case out of the District of Nevada in Las Vegas (Case 2:16-
cr-00046-GMN-PAL-United States of America v. Clivern Bundy, et al), I routinely observed, and the 
investigation revealed a widespread pattern of bad judgment, lack of discipline, incredible bias, 
unprofessionalism and misconduct, as well as likely policy, ethical, and legal violations among senior and 
supervisory staff at the BLM's Office of Law Enforcement and Security. The investigation indicated that these 
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issues amongst law enforcement supervisors in our agency made a mockery of our position of special trust and 
confidence, portrayed extreme unprofessional bias, adversely affected our agency's mission and likely the trial 
regarding Cliven Bundy and his alleged co-conspirators and ignored the letter and intent of the law. The issues 
I uncovered in my opinion also likely put our agency and specific law enforcement supervisors in potential 
legal, civil, and administrative jeopardy. (Please see below.) 

When I discovered these issues, I promptly reported them to my supervisor (a BLM Assistant Special Agent-in­
Charge, but also my subordinate co-case agent). Often, I realized that my supervisor was already aware of the 
issues, participated in, or instigated the misconduct himself, was present when the issues were reported to 
both of us, or was the reporting party himself. When I reported these issues, my supervisor seemed generally 
unsurprised and uninterested and was dismissive, and seemed unconcerned. (Please see below.) 

I tried to respectfully and discretely urge and influence my supervision to stop the misconduct themselves, 
correct and/or further report the issues as appropriate and remind other employees that their use of electronic 
communications was likely subject to Federal Records Protections, the case Litigation Hold, the Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA) and Case/Trial Discovery. I also tried to convey to my supervisor that the openly made 
statements and actions could also potentially could be considered bias, used in witness impeachment and 
considered exculpatory and subject to trial discovery. (Please see below.) 

As the Case Agent and Lead Investigator for the DOI/BLM (for approximately 2 years and 10 months), I found 
myself in an unusual situation. I was specifically asked to lead a comprehensive, professional, thorough, 
unbiased and independent investigation into the largest and most expansive and important investigation ever 
within the Department of Interior. Instead of having a normal investigative team and chain of command, a BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge (ASAC) decided to act as a subordinate co-case agent, but also as my 
supervisor. Agent's senior to me acted as my helpers. I was basically the paper work, organizational and 
research guy. I did all the stuff that the senior and supervisory agents didn't want to do, but they called me the 
"Case Agent" and "Lead Investigator." They often publicly recognized and thanked me, and nominated me for 
many awards, but their lack of effort and dependability led to numerous case issues. (See noted awards, 
recognitions, emails, text messages and voicemails. Also, please note the case investigative history. Please reference an email 
titled "RE: Financial Questions," dated April 22, 2015, an email titled "Fwd: Meeting with BLM Special Agent XXXX," dated 
September 3, 2015, an email titled "Checking In," dated December 9, 2016, a voicemail dated December 9, 2017, at 
approximately 6:28 p.m., and statements made by other investigators and BLM~-----' etc., etc.) During this 
timeframe, my supervisor (but subordinate), a BLM ASAC specifically wanted and had the responsibility of 
liaison and coordinator for interaction with higher agency officials, cooperating/assisting agencies and with the 
U.S. Attorney's Office. Although the BLM ASAC was generally uninterested in the mundane day to day work, 
he specifically took on assignments that were potentiallly questionable and damaging (such as document 
shredding research, discovery email search documentation and as the affiant for the Dave Bundy iPad Search 
I and attended coordination and staff meetings. Sometimes, I felt like he wanted to steer the 
investigation away from misconduct discovery by refusing to get case assistance, dismissing my concerns and 
participating in the misconduct himself. In February of 2017, it became clear to me that keeping quite became 
an unofficial condition of my future employment with the BLM, future awards, promotions, and a good future job 
reference. (I can explain these issues in great detail.) 

The longer the investigation went on, the more extremely unprofessional, familiar, racy, vulgar and bias filled 
actions, open comments, and inappropriate electronic communications I was made aware of, or I personally 
witnessed. In my opinion, these issues would likely undermine the investigation, cast considerable doubt on 
the professionalism of our agency and be possibly used to claim investigator bias/unprofessionaiism and to 
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impeach and undermine key witness credibility. (Witnesses: BLM .__-,---,----,,--- BLM District 
Supervisory,__------- etc.) The ridiculousness of the conduct, unprofessional amateurish 
carnival atmosphere, openly made statements (the witnesses to these are numerous), and electronic 
communications (the witnesses to these are numerous) tended to mitigate the defendant's culpability and cast 
a shadow of doubt of inexcusable bias, unprofessionalism and embarrassment on our agency. (In addition to 
the below, please also reference an email titled "Re: Detained," dated February 16, 2016, from BLMl_. 

Please reference an email titled "Re: Little present for you all," dated February 17, 20~py 
. Please reference an email titled "BLM in the house," dated March 2, 2016, from 
. Please reference an email titled "FW: Re," dated July 20, 2015, from BLM ASAC 

-p=1,-ea_s_e-re--,ference an email titled "Re: Vegas Baby!!!" dated August 20, 2015, from BLMl_. 
Please reference a text message titled "It's a beautiful morning fellas," dated March 2, 2Qj~>from 

BLM ....,._-,--,--,-,....----,--,...· Please reference a text message titled "swilling beers on the pool deck"fV over O 
tattoo," dated March 3, 2016, between BLMI --.---,- and BLM! . Reference a 
voicemail on March 3, 2016, by BLM_..,._ ___ -,-..,..,._...., about "T&A" (t1ts and a$$). Reference a text 
message titled "junior ranger badge," in reference to the Idaho 111%, dated March 18, 2016, by a BLM 
Supervisory Ranger. Reference a text message from a BLM Supervisory Ranger titled "Constitution WTF 
(what the f"ck)/Ha! Is that Cliven (Bundy) on the cover?" dated June 10, 2016. Reference an email titled 
"Re: cattle trespass map," dated March 29, 2014, between SLM..__ ______ and BLM Nevada State 
Director Amy Lueders) 

These actions and comments (and many, many others-see below) were in my opinion offensive in a 
professional federal law enforcement work environment and were a clear violation of professional workplace 
norms, our code of conduct, policy, and possibly even law. The misconduct caused considerable disruption in 
our workplace, was discriminatory, harassing and showed clear prejudice against the defendants, their 
supporters and Mormons. Often times this misconduct centered on being sexually inappropriate, profanity, 
appearance/body shaming and likely violated privacy and civil rights. 

Many times, these open unprofessional and disrespectful comments and name calling (often by ,aw 
enforcement supervisors who are potential witnesses and investigative team supervisors) reminded me of 
middle school. At any given time, you could hear subjects of this investigation openly referred to as "ret*rds," 
"r*d-necks," "Overweight woman with the big jowls," "d*uche bags," "tractor-face," "idiots," "in-br*d," etc., etc., 
etc. (Reference an email titled "Re: Latest Protest," dated May 10, 2014, by BLML 
L Reference an email titled "Fwd: Big Sky MT op," dated August 23, 2015, by _a_,,,B...,..L"""M,...,_Supervisory 
Ranger. Reference an openly circulated flier by BL ......,,,,,,_-,,;--,--.,.., titled "Mad Compares Infamous 
Bundy's." Reference displayed printed photographs of Cliven Bundy and his followers. Reference BLMl_. 
I numerous open remarks about a Bundy female family member that he believes is (7l(Cl 

overweight. Reference an email forward b~------~ titled nFW: What a shame," dated January 8, 
2016. Reference open comments by BLM Senior/Supervisory Law Enforcement Officers, etc., etc., 
etc.). Numerous witnesses are available. Also, it was common to receive or have electronic communications 
reported to me during the course of the investigation in which senior investigators and law enforcement 
supervisors (some are potential witnesses and investigative team members) specifically made fun of suspects 
and referenced "Cliven Bundy felony ... just kind of rolls off the tongue, doesn't it?," (Email titled "Indictments," 
dated February 18, 2016, by BLMI -.,.,.,-__,_...) di1dos (Video shown in the SLM Idaho State Office on 
January 15, 2016, by BLrv(,,_--,--_.,...~-=--,-"'-='-,-, titled Militia, D1 ldos, & Bernie Sanders, also reference widely 
circulated text messages during the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound), western themed g@y bars, 
odors of sweat (Email from BL~ .... ~-,--~~-- titled "Hilarious," dated January 30, 2016), playing chess 
with menstru*ting women, personal lubricant (Email forward from BLM I dated January 7, 
2016), Cliven Bundy sh1tthing on cold stainless steel (Email forward by BLM! titled "FTB," 
(meaning "F*ck the Bundy's") originally from a trial witness and Ryan Bundy holding a giant pen1s (on April 12, 
2014-Reference Text Message Photos reported by BLM _______ and observed by many others 
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(numerous witness available), also reference an email titled "Email Material that We Might Want to Make the 
Prosecution Team Aware Of," dated November 17, 2016, to BLM......,_-------- Extremely bias and 
degrading fliers (openly circulated by BLM:-.-----.,,,----.---.-.,-- titled "Mad Compares Infamous Bundy's) were 
also openly displayed and passed around the office, a booking photo of Cliven Bundy was (and is-recently 
removed) inappropriately, openly, prominently and proudly displayed in the office of a potential trial 
witness (Please reference available photographs. Please also reference "Cliven Bundy Booking Photo," 
//ilmidso3ds1 .blm.doi.nt, and (Q)-so-loc_enforcement-Admin "cliven bundy arrest mug jpg-
320227db4 ... " Finally, please reference an email titled "Good looking portrait," from BL~..,.----,--,,-.-­
on February 11, 2016) and my supervisor and (sic) an altered and degrading suspect photos were put in an 
office presentation by my supervisor (Please reference "Q" Drive so-loc-law enforcement-presentations and 
captured screen shots). Additionally, this investigation also indicated that former BLM I sent 
photographs of his own feces (Reporting Parties: BLM I ~ __ jand his 
girl-friend's vag1 na (Reporting Parties: BLM I _) to coworkers and 
subordinates. It was also reported by another BLM SAC that former BlM I ,._,,_,.,.. told him that there is 
no way he gets more pu$$y than him (Reporting Party: BLM _______ ). Furthermore. I became 
aware of potentially captured comments in which our own law enforcement officers allegedly bragged about 
roughing up Dave Bundy, grinding his face into the ground, and Dave Bundy having little bits of gravel stuck in 
his face (from April 6, 2014-Specifically reported to me,_....._..,._ _____ and..__ ___ ..,.,.... __ by BLM 
I Those were I words. If my memory serves me correctly, this was reported 
to BLM I by BLM .,___ ____ ~- I later confirmed that...,.....__ was a witness and 
had concerns himself. Other witnesses include BLM Resident Ranger/K-9 Handler , BLM 
Supervisory......,_ __ ...---..--="""'· and U.S. Forest Service Law Enforcement Officer....__,,___,.-.-__,,,_Y-On two 
occasions, I also overheard a BLM SAC tell a BLM ASAC that another/other BLM employee(s) and potential 
trial witnesses didn't properly turn in the required discovery material likely exculpatory evidence (Reference a 
conversation between BLfVi ..... _--,,.. __ ___,_ and BLMl""'"_........,..--r=----,-....,.,.... on March 3, 2016, and 
December 12, 2016, during a conference call-records available. Although, I'm unsure of whq.....__-,--__ 
was referencing, based on other aspects of associated conversations, I have an idea.). My supervisor even 
instigated the unprofessional monitoring of jail calls between defendants and their wives (Please reference Ada 
County (Idaho) Jail Call records from 208-373-4023, after March 3, 2016, until the Idaho defendants are 
transferred out of state (around March 17, 2016). Witnesses include BLMI ___ , BLM __ I -,--
I BLM Idaho State Chief....__-=-----.--,---=------. and BUvt __ a----.--_,.,...--=--.,_ without prosecutor or 
FBI consent, for the apparent purpose of making fun of post arrest telephone calls between Idaho 
defendants/FBI targets (not subjects of BLM's investigation). Thankfully,--~----- stopped this 
issue. I even had a BLM ASAC (BLrv1 __ ..,..-,.,..-......,........--) tell me that he tried to report the misconduct, but no 
one listened to him (There were also reports that during the post April 12, 2014 interviews with the FBI, if a 
BLM employee had something negative to say about their supervision or the 2014 Trespass Cattle Impound, 
those reports never made it into the official record). I had my own supervisor (BL~....,.... ______ ) tell me 
that former BL~----="'"---"'-""'""- is the BLM OLES "Directors boy" and they indicated they were going to hide 
and protect him. The BLM OLES Chief of the Office of Professional Responsibility/Internal Affairs L 

please reference footage from February 27, 2017, reference photograph(s) loc~~on 
"=-c--,-.-,-,-----,--,-,--
C hie f Huegerich's phone dated February 27, 2017, witnesses available) indicated to me the former BLM OLES 
Director protected former BLM I and shut the Office of Professional Responsibility out when 
misconduct allegations were reported abou and that the former BLM OLES Director personally 
(inappropriately) investigated misconduct all~tions aboutL Another former BLM ASAC (BLMl_ 
l indicated to me that former BLM I w~~ liability to our agency and the Clivef'l11Rljfldy 
Case (Reference telephone records from October 26, 2016, and associated notes). I was even told of threats 
of physical harm that this former BLM SAC made to his subordinate employee and his family (Reference notes 
on November 28, 2016, by FB~ in reference to an interview with BLM I 
Witnesses include BLtv1.._ _____ , SLM..__ ______ ._ ______ aiidl__ 
I I (/)(CJ 

Also, more and more it was becoming apparent that the numerous statements made by potential! trial witnesses 
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and victims (even by good officers under duress-please consider reports that in the evening of April 11, 2014, 
former BLM .__ ____ ..,..__ told numerous subordinates that they were going to be attacked and to be 
alert), could potentially cast an unfavorable light on the BLM. (See openly available video/audio footage titled 
"The Bundy Trial 2017 Leaked Fed Body Cam Evidence," or a video posted on You Tube titled "Leaked Body 
Cams from the Bundy Ranch!" published by Gavin Seim. Note: these specific videos appeared to be removed 
from Mr. Seim's account, but are generally available on You Tube and in the archived officer footage.) Some 
of these statements included the following: "Jack-up Hage" (Wayne Hage Jr.-Reference Instant Messages 
within the BLM Bundy Casefile between a trial witness and a potential trial witness. Reference an email titled 
"Information you requested from I regarding Friday's phone call," dated October 19, 2016, from BLMI 
I to\ and---a-~~- and "cc'd" to BLMI mte 
the alteration to_~-~-~~il), "Are you fucXXXX people stupid or what," "Fat dude, right behind the 
tree has a long gun," "MotherFuXXXX, you come find me and you're gonna have hell to pay," "FatAsX slid 
down," "Pretty much a shoot first, ask questions later," "No gun there. He's just holding his back standing like a 
sissy," "She must not be married," "Shoot his fucXXXX dog first," "We gotta have fucXXXX fire discipline," and 
'Tm recording by the way guys, so ... " Additional Note: In this timeframe, a key witness deactivated his body 
camera. Further Note: It became clear to me a serious public and professional image problem had developed 
within the BLM Office of Law Enforcement and Security. I felt I needed to work to correct this and mitigate the 
damage it no doubt had already done. (Unfortunately, this is widely documented and openly available 
online.) 

This carnival, inappropriate and childish behavior didn't stop with the directed bias and degradation of subjects 
of investigations. The childish misconduct extended to citizens, cooperators from other agencies and even our 
own employees. )Reference an email titled "Re: I Mirrored Our Hard Drives Today," dated October 28, 2016, 
from BLM _______ ) BLM Law Enforcement Supervisors also openly talked about and gossiped 
about private employee personnel matters such as medical conditions (to include mental illness), work 
performance, marriage issues, religion, punishments, internal investigations and derogatory opinions of higher 
level BLM supervisors. (I can provide additional information in private.) Some of these open comments 
centered on B1ow J0bs (Reference open comments by a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge on May 5, 2014, in the 
presence of a BLM ASAC, two BLM SSAs, and two BLM SAs), Ma$terbation in the office closet (Reference 
open comments by a BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge in reference to the Washington DC BLM OLES 
Office), Addiction to P0rn (Reference comments by a BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge about a BLM 
Special Agent in Charge on March 3, 2016), a Disgusting Butt Crack (Reference several open loud comments 
by a BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge, witnessed by two BLM Special Agents about a civilian BLM 
Secretary on February 24, 2016), a "Weak Sister," (Reference several comments by a BLM Assistant Special 
Agent-in-Charge about the BLM Chief of the Office of Professional Responsibility) high self-
opinions (Reference numerous open comments by a BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge about three very 
highly qualified and respected female investigators), crying and scared women (Reference open comments 
(although possibly not intended to be disrespectful) by a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge, in the presence of a 
BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge and a BLM Special Agent in reference to female BLM Public Affairs 
employees. Also reference direction by a BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge to not fully cooperate with 
BLM Public Affairs, Reference an email chain titled "Contact Information XXXX," dated February 9, 2017, from 
Acting BLM OLES Director to BLM ~----- BLM ._,____,---,,-.,..-=,-.. and BLM ,_,__-:-.----:=:-=::-.-,­

"Leather Face," (Reference the numerous open comments about a fellow FBI Agent following a May 6, 2014, 
meeting with the FBI by senior/supervisory BLM Office of Law Enforcement and Security Agents, also 
reference an email titled "That bridge is burned boys," dated May 12, 2014 (for background information 
only) "Mormons (little Mormon Girl)," (Reference the several anti-Mormon comments by a BLM Assistant 
Special Agent-in-Charge on or about February 9, 2016, in reference to a middle school trip during the Fall of 
2015, in which the BLM ASAC was a chaperone, see the school records from the September 14. 2015, 
timeframe. Additional information is available and documented. Also reference the several other documented 
instances to include comments by the BLM ASAC on May 6, 2016.) "he has mental problems and that he had 
some sort of mental breakdown," "PTSD," (Reference the several documented open disclosures of 
confidential/private employee health related information by a BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-
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Charge) etc. (Reference open comments on November 9, 2016, a the BLM Idaho State Office by a BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge about a so called "Pu$$y" 

Federal Protective Service (FPS) Supervisor that isn't aggressive enough with protesters. This series of 
comments were made in the presence of two BLM Special Agents.), etc. (Reference the many "Dirty Larry" 
comments by a BLM ASAC about a BLM SA, in the presence of a BLM SAC and BLM SSA.), etc. (Reference 
locker photograph). 

Additionally, it should be noted that there was a "religious test" of sorts. On two occasions, I was asked "You're 
not a Mormon are you" (Reference May 5, 2014, questioning by BLMI in the presence of 
BL i,,---.--.....--. . This same inappropriate and irrelevant question was asked once again at a staff 
mee Ing y eI er__,,_..,_.,..,. _ __,__,,,__ orl (I didn't know orl at the 
time, so I can't be 00 o sure m he presence of BLM I BLM I ....---.,.,._..""" and 

bi ____ Also please reference the "cult" comment by to B[M 
on February 15, 2017, in room 5070 of the Federal Courthouse in Las Vegas. Reference an email by 

dated April 27, 2017, titled "Phone Conversation Summary from 4/26/17," to BLMI 
and BLMl -~,...,..,... Further reference the reply from BLM! lo 

and BLM and I was told "I bet you think I am going to ----=---hell, on· you. Pease reference the several comments/questions by a Senior Special Agent in the presence 
of BLM ) (I can explain these and 
other related incidents later.) 

The investigation also indicated that on multiple occasions, former BLM 
specifically and purposely ignored U.S. Attorney's Office (Reference an email titled "lmpoundment- USAO 
policy re: arrests and citations," dated March 26, 2014, from AUSNlmpound Legal Coordinator/ Impound 
Witness I to BLM I - ........... r--r-a, the BLM Southern Nevada District I L --sDv1"" and BLMl .... _____ ,_.,...-,--. Reference an emai,,..,I t,..,.,itl,-ed...-----
Re: lmpoundment - USAO policy re: arrests and c1tat1ons,"dated March 26, 2014, from BLM I 

I to BLMI Reference an email titled "Fwd:" from BLMI 
~MI .......,...,,,.., __ _,.-.-13Diil Southern Nevada District_'"F::--="i7"".'=~~'-r'T-ri 13m 

BLM Southern Nevada Associate District Manager nc url<ows 1, 

1'l'PS7....,... ___ _,...., _ _,.._..,..__-.-.-and a BLM Field Staff Ranger. Reference an email title n orma ton 
---u-ested Today," dated October 14, 2016, from BLM I to BLM 

Reference an email titled "Information you requested from I regarding Friday's phone call," dated 
Octo er 19, 2016, from BLMI --.----;?-, tol andj and "cc'd" 
to BLM I -note the alteration To1 <Cl email. Also Reference U.S. Attorney's 
Office direction captured In audio files from April 6, 2014-openly available online.) and BLM civilian 
management direction and intent (Reference an email titled "Re: cattle trespass map," dated March 29, 2014, 
from BLM I to BLM Nevada State Director Amy Leuders in reference to direction from BLM 
Deputy Director Steve Ellis. Reference comments made by BLM Director Neil Kornze.) as well as Nevada 
State Official recommendations(Reference the interview of Nevada Department of Agriculture Lieutenant 
Blaine Northrop and Brand Inspector Flint Wright in September 2015, by BL~......,.,---r---- and FBtL 
I as monitored by a Nevada State Attorney General's Office Attorney by (C), 

telephone. Reference an emai lchain titled "Notes Regarding the Interview of the Nevada Brand lnspect6Ps," 
dated September 24, 2105, Reference an email chain titled "Rough Draft," dated September 28, 2015) irf~rder 
to command the most intrusive, oppressive, large scale, and militaristic trespass cattle impound 
possible. (Reference case findings. Reference comments by BLM I to include references 
to Operation Cerberus Action. Reference comments by Nevada Brand Inspector Flint Wright.) Additionally, 
this investigation also indicated excessive use of force, civil rights and policy violations. (Reference the 
disclosure by BLfv1._ _______ and the comments by BLM ...._ ______ in regard to the Dave 
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Bundy arrest on April 6, 2014. Reference comments made by-~-,,.,,~---..--. in reference to 
explanations on the Margaret Bundy Houston use of force on April 9, 2014-to include comments by the 
contracted Use of Force Specialist, Mr. Keys (video is openly available online). Reference comments by BLM 
Office of Professional Responsibility-=--=---..,.-__,.,.---,.,_.,... about BLM.....,_ ___ __,.,--,.,,..,_..., and the law 
enforcement canine use and policy. Reference deactivation/non-use of body cameras (indicated in video 
available online) Reference comments by._,_ ___ _.,._ __ on January 24, 2017, in which he called a BLM 
Supervisory Ranger "Defective.") The investigation indicated that there was little doubt there was an improper 
cover-up in virtually every matter that a particular BLM SAC participated in, or oversaw and that the BLM SAC 
was immune from discipline and the consequences of lhis actions. (Reference disclosures by BLtvi . 
I and comments by BLM Office of Professional Responsibility.____....,_,..-,---,----.,__,.. and~ 
L_ (I can further explain these issues later. These instances are widely documented.) (7J(FJ 

As the investigation went on, it became clear to me that my supervisor wasn't keeping the U.S. Attorney's 
Office up to date on substantive and exculpatory case findings and unacceptable bias indications. Therefore, I 

personally informed,__------~---~-,,-- and I 
I as well as Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)-...-...------.-...----,--,-,- by telephone of,~se 
issues (October 14, 2016). When I did, my supervisor in my opinion deceptively acted ignorant and 
surprised. As the case continued, it became clear to me that once again, my supervisor failed to inform the 
U.S. Attorney's Office Prosecution Team about exculpatory key witness statements. Note: During this 
investigation, my supervisor would also deceptively indicate to the Prosecution Team that no one else was in 
the room when he was on speakerphone. Thereby, alfowing potential trial witnesses and his friends to 
inappropriately hear the contents of the discussion. (Reference an email titled "Email Material that We Might 
Want to Make The Prosecution Team Aware Of," dated November 17, 2016, from BLM,___- ___ to 
BLM -----~~- Reference an email titled "Re: A few important points from our recent conversation," 
dated November 16, 2016, from BLM":-=-,--.--.--.-.::--:-:,-,,---=.-~ Reference an email titled 
"Information Requested Today," dated October 14, 2016, from BLM -----=- to BLM_,_I ----,,.,-,.-
1 . Reference an email titled "Information you requested from regarding Friday's phone call," dated 
October 19, 2016, from SLM I ______ to I and _______ and "cc'd" 
to BLM ________ -note the alteration tq.___ _____ email.) 

My supervisor even took photographs in the secure command post area of the Las Vegas FBI Headquarters 
and even after he was told that no photographs were allowed, he recklessly emailed out photographs of the 
"Arrest Tracking Wall" in which Eric Parker and Cliven Bundy had "X's" through their face and body (indicating 
prejudice and bias-Reference an email titled "Arrest tracking wall," dated March 3, 2016, by BLMI 
I Thereby, making this electronic communication subject to Federal Records Protection--s,....,t.,...h_e __ 
Litigation Hold, Discovery, and the FOIA. 

On February 16, 2017, I personally informed then_-.-----.-.,.---,........,.,.---.--...,.,.,..------,-I of 
those specific comments (which I had previously disclosed to, and discussed with my supervisor) and reminded 

about an email chain by a particular SLM SAC .___,.._,.,.....,,...._........,-,-_,_, 
in reference to the Arrest of David Bundy on April 6, 2014, in which prior to Dave Bundy's arrest, the SLM SAC 
and others were told not to make any arrests. When I asked I if the former BLM SAC's statements 
like "Go out there and kick Cliven Bundy in the mouth (or teeth) and take his cattle" (Reference statements by 
BLM I ,-----,-....---- BLM _..,..___,.. ___ _,____, and U.S. Forest Service Law Enforcement Officer L 
I ) and "I need you to get the troo s fired up to go get those cows and not take any crap from (CJ. 

anyone" (Reference statement by BLM .....,..,.--,,--.-----::- would be exculpatory or if we would have{k) inform 
the defense counsel, he said something like "we do now," or "it is now." (Witnesses: I (7J(Fl 

,--------- BLMI FBI.__I ---
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On February 18, 2017, I was removed from my position as the Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the Cliven 
Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Case by my supervisor despite my recently documented and awarded hard work 
and excellent and often praised performance. Additionally, a BLM ASAC (my supervisor, but also my co-case 
agent) violated my privacy and conduced a search of my individually occupied secured office and secured safe 
within that office. During this search, the BLM ASAC without notification or permission seized the Cliven 
Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Investigative "hard copy'' Case File, notes (to include specific notes on issues I 
uncovered during the 2014 Gold Butte Nevada Trespass Cattle Impound and "lessons learned") and several 
computer hard drives that contained case material, colEected emails, text messages, instant messages, and 
other information. Following this seizure outside of my presence and without my permission, the BLM ASAC 
didn't provide any property receipt documentation (Dl-105/Form 9260-43) or other chain of custody 
documentation (reasonably needed for trial) on what was seized. The BLM ASAC also directed me to turn over 
all my personal case related notes on my personal calendars and aggressively questioned me to determine if I 
had ever audio recorded him or a BLM SAC. I was also aggressively questioned about who I had told about 
the case related issues and other severe issues uncovered in reference to the case and I (see 
Congressional Subpoena by former Congressman Jason Chaffetz and the February 14, 20'ir,leffer that 
Congressman Jason Chaffetz and Congressman Blake Farenthold sent the U.S. Department of Interior's 
Deputy Inspector General, Ms. Mary L. Kendall regarding allegedly directing the deletion of official 
documents). (Reference footage) Also after this, I believe I overheard part of a conversation in an open office 
space where my supervisor was speaking to a BLM SAC as they discussed getting access to my government 
email account. (Reference telephone conversation between BLM I and BLM L 
I , telephone records available.) Note: The personal notes that I was directed to turn in a ... nd-."""th,_e-1""'"te-ms 
seizearrom my office and safe wasn't for discovery, because I was transferring to another agency, because I 
was the subject of an investigation, or because my supervisor simply needed to reference a file. These items 
were taken because they contained significant evidence of misconduct and items that would potentially 
embarrass BLM Law Enforcement Supervision. Additiional Note: The BLM ASAC also ordered me not to 
contact the U.S. Attorney's Office, even on my own time and with my personal phone. Later, when I repeatedly 
asked to speak with the BLM OLES Director, my requests went unanswered until April 26, 2017. The BLM 
ASAC simply told me it is clear no one wants to speak with me and that no one is going to apologize to 
me. Further Note: In this same secured individual office space and safe, I kept copies of my important 
personal documents such as medical records, military records, family personal papers, computer passwords, 
personal property serial numbers, etc., as a precaution in case for some reason my house is destroyed and 
personal papers are losVdestroyed. It was clear to me the BLM ASAC didn't know what he seized and when I 
told him about my personal papers, the BLM ASAC just told me "no one is interested in your medical records." 
It is unknown what unrelated case materials, notes, and personal documents were actually taken and it is 
impossible for me, any misconduct investigator, or any attorney to prove to a court or Congress what case 
information was taken. I still haven't heard back what (if any) personal items were in the seized materials and I 
don't know where the seized materials are being stored. It should be noted that I am missing personal medical 
physical results that I previously has stored in my office. Additionally, I believe if the BLM ASAC found my 
accidently seized medical records, instead of giving them back to me, he would shred them just like I have 
seen him shred other items from an agent that he didn't like. (I can elaborate on this.) 

Please Note: This seized case related material (to inc/'ude the hard drives) contains evidence that directly 
relates to a BLM SAC's heavy handedness during the 2014 Gold Butte Nevada Trespass Cattle Impound, the 
BLM SAC ignoring U.S. Attorney's Office and higher level BLM direction, documentation of the BLM SA C's 
alleged gross supervisory misconduct, potential misconduct and violation of rights issues during the 2014 Gold 
Butte Nevada Trespass Cattle Impound, as well as potential emails that were possibly identified and captured 
before they could have been deleted (as identified as an issue in the Office of Inspector General Report and 
possibly concerning a Congressional subpoena). I believe this information would likely be considered 
substantive exculpatory/jencks material in reference to the Cliven Bundy Nevada Series of Trials and would be 
greatly discrediting and embarrassing, as well as possibly indicate liability on the BLM and the BLM 
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I SAC. (Reference the seized material, if it hasn't been destroyed.) 

I 

I am convinced that I was removed to prevent the ethical and proper further disclosure of the severe 
misconduct, failure to correct and report, and cover-ups by SLM OLES supervision. My supervisor told me that 

"furiously demanded" that I be removed from the case and mentioned something about us .....,..._,.,....... __ _,..,...._ 
(the SLM, specifically my supervisor) not turning over (or disclosing) discovery related material (which is true), 
issues I had with the SLM not following its own enabling statute (which is true, I can elaborate on that 
later), (Reference interviews with SLM SAC I and SLM,....._..,-:-=~--.--- dated January 4, 2018, 
by Ethics Contract Investigator Marilyn Johnson in reference to SLM-18-0058.) and a personal issue they 
thought I had with former SLM'----- Note: Prior to taking the assignment as Bundy/Gold Butte 
Investigation Case AgenVLead Investigator for the BLM/DO1, I didn't know and had never spoken to former 
BLM.........,,---.---.,..,..-· I was new to the agency and I was also specifically directed to lead an unbiased, 
professional, and independent investigation, which I tried to do, despite supervisory misconduct. Time after 
time, I was told of former BLMj misconduct. I was told by BLM Law Enforcement Supervisors that 
he had a Kill Book" (Disclosed by SLM I during October 2016) as a trophy and in essence 
bragged about getting three individuals in Utah to commit suicide (see Operation Cerberus Action out of 
Blanding, Utah and the death of Dr. Redd), the "Failure Rock," (Disclosed by SLM I during 
October 2016) Directing Subordinates to Erase Official Government Files in order to impede the efforts of rival 
civilian BLM employees in preparation for the "Burning Man" Special Event (Disclosed by SLM I 
l_ during October 2016), unlawfully removing evidence, bragging about the number of OIG .... a-nd...,..,...in-te-m-al 
fflf(f!!Stigations on him and indicating that he is untouchable, encouraging subordinates not to cooperate with 
internal and OIG investigations (Reference notes from an in.terview with BLM I _ on 
November 28, 2016-Witnesses: I .,,_...,..-,---,-----e--.---=--..--e-.,_.,.,.-,_ FBfL___, SLMl_ I , SLM _ ___,,_ ____ ), his harassment of a female Native American subordinate empt(>~ 
where L allegedly had a doll that he referred to by the employees name and called her his drunk 
little Indian (Disclosed by SLM._ _____ during October 2016), etc., etc., etc. (I can further explain 
these many issues.) 

Following this, I became convinced that my supervisor failed to properly disclose substantive and exculpatory 
case and witness bias related issues to the U.S. Attorney's Office. Also, after speaking with the BLM OLES 
Chief of the Office of Professional Responsibility/Internal Affairs and tvvo former BLM ASAC's, I became 
convinced that the previous BLM .._., _ __,..___,..,.,._..,..__~,_,_-- not only allowed former SLM...._ ___ _ 
complete autonomy and discretion, but also likely proviided no oversight and even contributed to an 
atmosphere of cover-ups, harassment and retaliation for anyone that questioned or reported former SLM L 
I misconduct. Cb) (7) 

I ~ 

In time, I also became convinced (based on my supervisor and I statements) that although the U.S. 
Attorney's Office was generally aware of former SLM...,.....-,.-,-,---,,-,--- misconduct and likely civil rights and 
excessive force issues, the lead prosecutor (currently the Acting Nevada United States Attorney) 
adopted an attitude of "don't ask, don't tell," (Referenc~..._ _____ comments about my rem.._o_v-,al'"""~,....ro-m_t,,...h-e 
case and 

in reference to BLM Law Enforcement Supervisory Misconduct that was of a substantive, exculpatory and 
incredible biased nature. Not only did I in my opinion not want to know or seek out evidence 
favorable to the accused, he and my supervisor discouraged the reporting of such issues and even likely 
covered up the misconduct. Furthermore, when I did report the misconduct, ethical, professional, and legal 
issues, I also became a victim of whistleblower retaliation. 
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Additionally,..__-=-...-,---~ adopted a few troubling policies in reference to this case. When we became 
aware that Dave Bundy's seized iPad likely contained remarks from BLM Law Enforcement Officers that is 
potentially evidence of civil rights violations and excessive use of force (Reference BLM 
statements), I and my supervisor not only apparently failed initiate the appropri-,at.-e-=fo-.I...-lo-w--o-n_a_c...,..ti-on_s_, 
I apparently failed to notify the Defense Counsel and also decided not to return the iPad back to Dave 
Bundy, even though the iPad wasn't going to be searched pursuant to a search I or used as evidence in 
trial and Dave Bundy claimed he needed the iPad for his business (Witnesses: BLMl.--~~-~-· BLM 
--,-,.,.,...-,----..---,--, ----------.-.-- I also adopted a policy of not giving a jury the option or 
ability to convict on lesser offenses and instead relied on a hard to prove, complicated prosecution theory in 
order to achieve maximum punishments (which has generally failed to this point-(Witnesses: BLM I 
l , BLfv't----~-~-· .___ _ _,,...,,,_....,.,._-- Also, the government relied on factually .,_in_c_o_rr-ec"""t 
talking points and on (or about) February 15, 2017, misrepresented the case facts about government snipers 
during trial (it is unknown if this misrepresentation was on purpose or accidental, I can explain this in detail-
(Reference the direct examination of BLM District Supervisory._,_-,-,..,__,...,.,_ ___ ,...,. on or about February 15, 
2017, by__,_ __ _,__,,__,,,,,,__ Note: The investigation indicated that there was at least one school trained 
Federal Sniper equipped with a scoped/magnified optic bolt action precision rifle, another Federal Officer 
equipped with a scoped/magnified optic large frame (308 caliber) AR style rifle, and many officers that utilized 
magnified optics with long range graduated reticles (out to 1,000 meters-approximately 500 meters on issued 
rifles depending on environmental conditions) on standard law enforcement issued AR (223 caliber/5.56mm) 
and that often officers were in "over watch" positions. Additionally, the investigation also indicated the 
possibility that the FBI and the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department had law enforcement 
snipers/designated marksmen on hand for possible deployment. (Please note that I had previously briefed 
BLM ASAC I .___,... __ """" and I ...,...,,.._,.,...--,.,--on these findings. Additionally, 
followin -examination of _____ I further attempted to get my chain of command to 

and~~~- were aware of the discrepancy. Witnesses: NPS Ranger/SETT 
Member-Sniper_--.- __ , BLM Field,_,_~~=-----.-.---,--.----..--,-. former BLfv't~-....-----.· L Addition ly, please note the report of an officer that brought his own enhanced personally owned 
fj~rm to use on LP/Ops. Please also reference an email titled "Re: Phone Conversation Summary from 
4/26/17," dated April 27, 2017, by BLrvi......__ ____ to BLM,___ _____ and BLM.._I ___ _ 

The reporting of these severe issues and associated cover-ups are a last resort. I tried continually to 
respectfully and discretely influence my chain of command to do the right thing and I made every effort to make 
sure the Prosecution Team had the information they needed and were accurate in their talking points. I just 
wanted the misconduct to stop, the necessary and required actions be taken and I wanted to be sure these 
issues wouldn't create a fatal error in the case and further undermine our agency's mission. I also needed to 
be convinced that I was correct. If I was wrong, or errors were simply mistakes or simple errors in professional 
judgement or discretion, I didn't want to create more problems or embarrass anyone. However, my personal 
experience and investigation indicated that not only did my management fail to correct and report the 
misconduct, they made every effort to cover it up, dismiss the concerns, discourage its reporting and retaliate 
against the reporting party. I also tried to make sure that despite my supervisor's failings, the Prosecution 
Team had the most accurate information in terms of case facts, Discovery, and witness liability. (Please 
reference the full narrative disclosure.) 

The Whistleblower Retaliation and agency wrongdoing is being investigated by the U.S. Office of Special 
Counsel and is also being looked at by the House Committee on Natural Resources (Subcommittee on 
Oversight & Investigations) and the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee (Subcommittee on 
the Interior, Energy, and the Environment). Additionally, a formal complaint has been filed with my agency in 
reference to the religious, sexually vulgar, and the other workplace harassment. Furthermore, there have been 
several investigations by the DOI Office of Inspector General (OIG) that at least in part contributed to the recent 
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I firing of BLM ._ __________ (which I wasn't a part of). 

I ask that your office ensure tha _.,.,.._---,-.---.~.,.,.--=-1 and the rest of the Cliven 
Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Prosecution and Investigative Team is conducting the prosecution in an ethical, 
appropriate, and professional matter. I also specifically ask that your office provide oversight to! and 
his team regarding the affirmative responsibility to seek out evidence favorable to the accused, not to 
discourage the reporting of case issues and suspected misconduct, to report/act on suspected dvil rights 
violations and not to retaliate against an agent that does his required duty. I also ask that your office ensure 
that the Prosecution Team is free of bias and has ethically and correctly turned over exculpatory evidence to 
the Defense. I ask that as appropriate, prosecution team bias (byl and possibly byj 
I and factually incorrect talking points (bYL.-~----ancil__ be disc...,.lo_s_e-d-a-nd_,__ 
corrected. Note: I previously referred to the defendants as a cultat?dL__ said let's get these 
"shall we say Deplorables. (Reference footage from January 24, 2017, witnessed by BLM ASAC .... I -.-.....--..--­
and BLM....,_.,.._,.,-,----)" I was also asked "You're not a Mormon are you." (I can explain these and similar 
issues in detail.) 

I don't make this complaint lightly. I do this with a heavy heart and I hope that at least in some ways I am 
mistaken. However, I know that is extremely unlikely. When we speak I can identify subjects, witnesses, and 
the location of evidence and corroborating information. 

I believe this case closely mirrors the circumstances of former Alaska Senator Ted Stevens trial. As you may 
notice from the trials and several defense cross-examinations, very little of the impeachment and exculpatory 
issues were brought up by the defense. I believe this is most likely because the defense counsel was 
unethically not made aware of them and the severe issues were covered up. Additionally, I believe I can easily 
show that both my supervision and possiblyj entered into an unethical agreement to remove me from 
being the lead investigator and case agent for the BLM/0OI due to my objection to, and disclosure of 
outrageous misconduct, the belief that my testimony under oath would embarrass supervisory law enforcement 
officials in our agency and negatively affect the prosecution, my insistence that my supervisor stop his 
individual misconduct, correct the misconduct of other employees and report the misconduct as appropriate (for 
counseling, correction, discipline and the possible required internal investigations) and my belief that my 
agency is violating the letter and intent of the law. 

In regard to prosecution team misconduct, I believe some of it may be attributable to simple mistakes and 
simple poor judgement. However, I believe it is unlikely (if my supervisor's statements to me are true) thatL 
I • wasn;t himself acting unethically and inappropriately. Prior to the last few weeks of the investigatio11ct 
he@l___ in the highest of regards. He is an extremely hard worker and very intelligent. However, I "l@!el 
that his judgement is likely clouded by extreme personal and religious bias and a desire to win the case at ~} 
costs. I feel he is likely willing to ignore and fail to report exculpatory material, extreme bias and act unethically 
and possibly deceptively to win. 

All in all, it is my assessment and the investigation showed that the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound 
was in part a punitive and ego driven expedition by a Senior BLM Law Enforcement Supervisor (former BLM 

) that was only in part focused on the intent of the associated Federal Court 
""=--,----,,......,..--......--.---.----
O rd er s and the mission of our agency (to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of America's public 

I lands for the multiple use and enjoyment of present and future generations). My investigation also indicated 
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I that the involved officers and protesters were themselves pawns in what was almost a great American tragedy 
on April 12, 2014, in which law enforcement officers (Federal, State, and Local), protestors, and the motoring 
public were caught in the danger area. This investigation also indicated, the primary reasons for the escalation 
was due to the recklessness, lack of oversight, and arrogance of a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge and the 
recklessness, failure to adhere to Federal Court Orders and lack of recognition of the Federal Government in 
matters related to land management within Nevada, by Rancher Cliven Bundy. 

The investigation further indicated that the BLM SAC's peers didn't likely attempt to properly influence or 
counsel the BLM SAC into more appropriate courses of action and conduct or were unsuccessful in their 
attempts. The investigation indicated that it was likely that the BLM SAC's peers failed to report the BLM 
SAC's unethical/unprofessional actions, misconduct, and potential crimes up the chain of command and/or to 
the appropriate authorities, or that the chain of command simply ignored and dismissed these reports. The 
investigation further indicated when individuals did report issues with the BLM SAC, the reports were likely 
ignored or marginalized by higher BLM OLES officials. The investigation also indicated that former BLM OLES 
Director Salvatore Lauro likely gave the former BLM SAC complete autonomy and discretion without oversight 
or supervision. The investigation further indicated that it was unlikely that the BLM OLES Director wasn't 
aware of the BLM SAC's unethical/unprofessional actions, poor decisions, misconduct, and potential 
crimes. My investigation and personal observations in the investigation further revealed a likely 
unethical/unlawful "cover-up" of this BLM SAC's actions, by very senior law enforcement management within 
BLM OLES. This investigation indicated that on numerous occasions, senior BLM OLES management broke 
their own policies and overlooked ethical, professional, and conduct violations and likely provided cover and 
protection for the BLM SAC and any activity or operation this BLM SAC was associated with. My investigation 
further indicated that the BLM's civilian leadership didn't condone and/or was likely unaware of the BLM SAC's 
actions and the associated cover-ups, at least until it was too late. 

During the investigation, I also came to believe that the case prosecution team at United States Attorney's 
Office out of Las Vegas in the District of Nevada wasn't being kept up to date on important investigative 
findings about the BLM SAC's likely alleged misconduct. I also came to believe that discovery related and 
possibly relevant and substantive trial, impeachment, and biased related and/or exculpatory information wasn't 
likely turned over to, or properly disclosed to the prosecution team by my supervisor. 

I also came to believe there were such serious case findings that an outside investigation was warranted on 
several issues to include misconduct, ethics/code of conduct issues, use of force issues (to include civil rights 
violations), non-adherence to law, and the loss/destruction of, or purposeful non-recording of key evidentiary 
items (Unknown Items 1 & 2, Video/Audio, April 6, 2014, April 9, 2014, April 12, 2014-the most important and 
critical times in the operation). I believe these issues would shock the conscious of the public and greatly 
embarrass our agency if they were disclosed. (Note the two disclosures on March 3, 2016 and December 12, 
2016 from BLM ----.---..,.,----.---.-- that items weren't turned in as required. Also, note that the three most 
important dispatch audio events for the entire 2014 Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound weren't 
captured. I don't personally believe that the dispatchers or the dispatch supervisor are culpable. However, this 
must be investigated in light of BLM _______ alleged history of ordering files erased, allegedly 
destroying government property and loosing laptop computer(s) that allegedly contained damaging 
information. In my approximate 14 years of law enforcement, I have never heard of any missing law 
enforcement dispatch audio, much less on the three most critical dates of the most important operation within 
an agency. Additionally, the text messages and photo-shopped images that were brought to my attention 
appeared to significant impeachment material and appeared to be well known and widespread.) 
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Ultimately, I believe I was removed from my position as Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the Cliven
Bundy/Gold Butte, Nevada Investigation because my management and possibly the prosecution team believed
I would properly disclose these embarrassing and substantive issues on the stand and under oath at trial (if I
was asked), because my supervision believed I had contacted others about this misconduct (Congress,
possibly the defense and press) and possibly audio recorded them, because I had uncovered, reported, and
objected to suspected violations of law, ethics directives, policy, and the code of conduct, and because I was
critical of the misconduct of a particular BLM SAC.  This is despite having already testified in Federal Grand
Jury and being on the trial witness list.

 

The purpose of this narrative is not to take up for or defend the actions of the subjects of this investigation.  To
get an idea of the relevant historical facts, conduct of the subjects of the investigation and contributing factors,
you may consider familiarizing yourself with the 2014 Gold Butte Timeline (which I authored) and the
uncovered facts of this investigation.  The investigation revealed that many of the subjects likely knowingly and
willingly ignored, obstructed, and/or attempted to unlawfully thwart the associated Federal Court Orders
through their specific actions and veiled threats, and that many of the subjects also likely violated several laws.
This investigation also showed that subjects of the investigation in part adopted an aggressive and bully type
strategy that ultimately led to the shutdown of I-15, where many armed followers of Cliven Bundy brandished
and pointed weapons at Federal Officers and Agents in the Toquop Wash near Bunkerville, Nevada, on April
12, 2014, in a dangerous, high risk, high profile national incident.  This investigation further indicated that
instead of Cliven Bundy properly using the court system or other avenues to properly address his grievances,
he chose an illegal, uncivilized, and dangerous strategy in which a tragedy was narrowly and thankfully
avoided.   

 

Additionally, it should be noted that I was also personally subjected to Whistleblowing Discouragement,
Retaliation, and Intimidation.  Threatening and questionable behaviors included the following: Invasion of
Privacy, Search and Seizure, Harassment, Intimidation, Bullying, Blacklisting, Religious “tests,” and Rude and
Condescending Language.  Simply put, I believe I was expected to keep quiet as a condition of my continued
employment, any future promotions, future awards, or a favorable recommendation to another employer.

 

During the course of the investigation, I determined that any disagreement with the BLM SAC, or any reporting
of his many likely embarrassing, unethical/unprofessional actions and misconduct was thought to be career
destroying.  Time and time again, I came to believe that the BLM SAC’s subordinates and peers were afraid to
correct him or properly report his misconduct (despite a duty to act) out of fear for their own jobs and
reputation.

 

Sometimes, I felt these issues (described in depth below) were reported to me by senior BLM OLES
management and line Rangers/Agents/employees because they personally didn’t like a particular BLM SAC
(although, some of these same people seemed to flatter, buddy up to, openly like, and protect the BLM
SAC).  Sometimes, I thought BLM OLES management wanted to talk about these actions because they
thought these blatant inappropriate acts by a BLM SAC and others were funny.  Sometimes, I thought the
reporting parties wanted the misconduct corrected and the truth to come to light, but they were afraid/unwilling
to report and correct the misconduct themselves.  Sometimes, I thought the reporting parties just wanted to get
the issues off their chest.  Sometimes, I thought supervisors wanted to report the misconduct to me, so they
could later say they did report it (since I was the Case Agent/Lead Investigator).  Therefore, in their mind limit
their liability to correct and report the misconduct and issues. However, it was confusing that at the same time, I
thought some of these reporting parties (particularly in management) sought deniability and didn’t want to go
“on the record.”  (Thankfully more reporting parties have come forward since this memo was released and
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more information is available.) These same reporting/witnessing parties in most cases apparently refused to 
correct the misconduct and further report it to higher level supervision, the Office of Inspector General, and the 
U.S. Attorney's Office (as required/necessary) and even discouraged me from further reporting and correcting 
the issues. When I did try to correct and further report the issues as I believed appropriate and necessary, 
these same supervisors (who were reporting/witnessing parties) acted confused and unaware. Ultimately, I 
became an outcast and was retaliated against. 

I also feel there are likely a great many other issues that even I am not aware of, that were likely disclosed or 
known to my supervisor, at least two other BLM SACs, the former BLM SAC's subordinates, and the former 
BLM OLES Director. (Reference newly available information and witnesses.) In addition to the witnesses I 
identify, I would also recommend interviews with the BLM OLES Chief of the Office of Professional 
Responsibility/Internal Affairs and I would recommend reviews of my chain of command's emails and text 
messages. 

Unfortunately, I also believe that the U.S. Attorney's Office Prosecution Team may have adopted an 
inappropriate under the table/unofficial policy of "preferred ignorance" in regard to the likely gross misconduct 
on the part of senior management from the BLM Office of Law Enforcement and Security and 
Discovery/Exculpatory related trial issues. 

What indicated to me there was likely deception and a failure to act on the part of my supervision was the 
actions, comments, and questions of senior BLM Law Enforcement Officials, comments by the BLM's Chief of 
the Office of Professional Responsibility (Internal Affairs), and the pretrial Giglio/Henthorn Review. 

Additionally, actions, comments, and questions by the U.S. Attorney's Office Lead Prosecutor, the strategy to 
deny the Dave Bundy iPad evidence from coming to light, the direction by a BLM ASAC for me not to speak 
with any member of the Prosecution Team, and factually deceptive/incorrect talking points (snipers-see 
enclosed, Bundy property (Dispatch Audio Files and case findings), Bundy cattle overall 
health (Witnesses: BLM Project Manager/Wild Horse and Burro Specialist Victor 'j Nevada Brand 
Inspector Flint Wight, Nevada Brand Inspector Lt. Blaine Northrop, Reference an email tit~ "Checking In and 
Update," dated July 17, 2015, at approximately 6:38 p.m., from BLtvi......__ ___ ......,....,= to BLMl--=---.-=--
1 , and FBI SA, the Lead Prosecutor, and another AUSA, Reference an email titled "Re: Rough Draft," 
dated September 28, 2015, at approximately 2:58 p.m. etc.), indicated to me the Prosecution Team wanted to 
possibly and purposefully remain ignorant of some of the case facts and possibly use unethical legal tricks to 
prevent the appropriate release of substantive/exculpatory and bias/impeachment material. I believe that it is 
more likely than not, that there was not only a lack of due diligence by the Prosecution Team in identifying and 
locating exculpatory material, but there was also a desire to purposely stay ignorant (which my chain of 
command was happy to go along with) of some of the issues and likely an inappropriate strategy to not 
disclose substantive material to the Defense Counsel and initiate any necessary civil rights related or internal 
investigations. Furthermore, I was surprised about the lack of Defense Counsel questions about critical 
vulnerabilities in the case that should have been disclosed to the Defense in a timely manner. It is my belief 
that the Defense Counsel was simply ignorant of these issues. 

Also, please keep in mind that I am not an "Internal Affairs," "Inspector General," or "Office of Professional 
Responsibility Investigator." Therefore, I couldn't, and can't independently conduct investigations into 
government law enforcement personnel. Additionally, I haven't been formally trained on internal 
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investigations.  Therefore, my perception, the opinions I offer, and the fact pattern that I found relevant was
gained from my experience as a regular line investigator and former uniformed patrol and Field Training Officer
(FTO). 

 

Each, and every time I came across any potential criminal, ethical, or policy related issue, in the course of my
duties as the DOI/BLM Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Nevada Investigation, I
reported the issues up my chain of command with the intent to run an independent and unbiased, professional
investigation, as I was instructed.  Later, I determined my chain of command was likely already aware of many
of these issues and were likely not reporting those issues to the prosecution team and higher
headquarters.  Later, I also was informed by the BLM Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) Chief that
any issues that had anything to do with a particular favored BLM SAC, the BLM OLES Director looked at
himself instead of OPR. The OPR Chief told me he was shut out of those types of inquiries.  I noted in the pre-
trial Giglio/Henthorn Review that this appeared to be accurate.  I also noted that these types of issues I
discovered apparently weren’t properly investigated as required.  The bad joke I heard around the office was
that the BLM SAC knew where the BLM OLES Director had buried the pr0stitutes body and that is why the
BLM OLES Director protects him.

 

I know good people make mistakes, are sometimes immature and use bad judgement.  I do it all the time.  I am
not addressing simple issues here.  However, some simple issues are included to indicate a wide spread
pattern, openly condoned prohibited/unprofessional conduct and an inappropriate familiar and carnival
atmosphere.  Additionally, the refusal to correct these simple issues and conduct discrepancies, harassment,
and ultimately cover-ups and retaliation are indicated and explained throughout this document.              

 

Since I wasn’t a supervisor and since I was one of the most junior criminal investigators in our agency, I tried to
positively influence those above me by my example and discrete one on one mentoring and urging.  I simply
wanted the offensive and case/agency destructive conduct to stop, to correct the record where appropriate,
and inform those who we had a duty to inform of the potential wrong-doing.  I attempted to positively influence
my management in the most respectful and least visible way possible.  In order to accomplish this, I adopted a
praise in public and counsel in private approach.  When that failed to work for the long term, I had to become
more “matter of fact” (but always respectful), when that failed to work I resorted to documenting the instances
and discussions.  Later, I resorted to official government email to make a permanent record of the
issues.  When this failed to deter the offensive conduct or instigate appropriate action by my supervision, I had
to notify others and identify witnesses.  I respected and stayed within my chain of command until I was
expressly forbidden from contacting the U.S. Attorney’s Office and my requests to speak with the BLM OLES
Director went unanswered.

 

Simply put, as a law enforcement officer, I can’t allow injustices and cover-ups to go unreported or half-truths
and skewed narratives go unopposed.  I have learned that when conduct of this sort isn’t corrected, then by
default it is condoned, and it becomes unofficial policy.  When I determined there were severe issues that hurt
more than just me, and I determined that my supervision apparently lacked the character to correct the
situation, I knew that duty fell to me.  I still felt I could accomplish this duty without embarrassing my
supervision, bringing shame on our agency, or creating a fatal flaw in our investigation.

 

Initially, I felt I could simply mentor and properly influence my supervision to do the right thing.  Time and time
again, I urged my supervision to correct actions and counsel individuals who participate in conduct damaging to
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our agency and possibly destructive to the integrity of our case or future investigations.  I attempted to urge my
supervision to report certain information to senior BLM management and the U.S. Attorney’s
Office.  Note:  Evidence of some of this offensive conduct is potentially available through Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) requests and subject to a Litigation Hold, may be considered Exculpatory Material in
trial discovery process, and may be subject to federal records protections.  Additionally, in many instances, I
can provide evidence, identify the location of evidence and identify witnesses.

 

Ultimately, in addition to discovering crimes likely committed by those targeted in the investigation, I found that
likely a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge recklessly and against advisement from the U.S. Attorney’s Office and
apparent direction from the BLM Deputy Director set in motion a chain of events that nearly resulted in an
American tragedy and mass loss of life.  Additionally, I determined that reckless and unprofessional conduct
within BLM Law Enforcement supervisory staff was apparently widespread, widely known and even likely
“covered up.”  I also found that in virtually every case, BLM senior law enforcement management knew of the
suspected issues with this BLM SAC, but were either too afraid of retaliation, or lacked the character to report
and/or correct the suspected issues.  

 

Note:  This entire document was constructed without the aid of my original notes due to their seizure by a BLM
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge outside of my presence and without my knowledge or
permission.  Additionally, I was aggressively questioned regarding the belief that I may have audio recorded
BLM OLES management regarding their answers concerning this and other issues.  All dates, times, and
quotes are approximate and made to the best of my ability and memory.  I’m sure there are more noteworthy
items that I can’t recall at the time I constructed this document.  Also Note:  The other likely report worthy items
were seized from me on February 18, 2017, and are believed to be in the possession of a BLM ASAC.  I
recommend these items be safeguarded and reviewed.      

 

As the case agent/lead investigator for the DOI in the Cliven Bundy investigation out of the District of Nevada, I
became aware of a great number of instances when senior BLM OLES leadership were likely involved
in Gross Mismanagement and Abuse of Authority (which may have posed a substantial and specific threat
to employee and public safety as well as wrongfully denied the public Constitutionally protected rights).  The
BLM OLES leadership and others may have also violated Merit System Principles (Fair/Equitable Treatment,
High Standards of Conduct, Failing to Manage Employee Performance by Failing to Address Poor
Performance and Unprofessional Conduct, Potential Unjust Political Influence, and Whistleblower
Retaliation), Prohibited Personnel Practices (Retaliation Against Whistleblowers, Retaliation Against
Employees that Exercise Their Rights, Violation of Rules that Support the Merit System Principles,
Enforcement of Policies (unwritten) that Don’t Allow Whistleblowing),Ethics Rules (Putting Forth an Honest
Effort in the Performance of Duties, the Obligation to Disclose Waste, Fraud, Abuse, and Corruption,
Endeavoring to Avoid Any Action that Creates the Appearance that there is a Violation of the Law, and
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees), BLM OLES Code of Conduct (Faithfully Striving to Abide by all
Laws, Rules, Regulations, and Customs Governing the Performance of Duties, Potentially Violating Laws and
Regulations in a Unique Position of High Pubic Trust and Integrity of Profession and Confidence of the Public,
Peers, Supervisors, and Society in General, Knowingly Committing Acts in the Conduct of Official Business
and/or in Personal Life that Subjects the Department of Interior to Public Censure and/or Adverse Criticism,
Conducting all Investigations and Law Enforcement Functions Impartially and Thoroughly and Reporting the
Results Thereof Fully, Objectively, and Accurately, and Potentially Using Greater Force than Necessary in
Accomplishing the Mission of the Department), BLM Values (To serve with honesty, integrity, accountability,
respect, courage and commitment to make a difference), BLM Guiding Principles (to respect, value, and
support our employees.  To pursue excellence in business practices, improve accountability to our stake
holders and deliver better service to our customers), BLM OLES General Order 38(Internal Affairs
Investigations), Departmental and Agency Policies (BLM Director Neil Kornze Policy on Equal Opportunity
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and the Prevention of Harassment dated January 19, 2016, DOI Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Promoting an
Ethical Culture dated June 15, 2016, DOI Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Equal Opportunity in the Workplace
dated September 14, 2016, DOI Deputy Secretary of Interior Michael Connor Policy on Workplace Conduct
dated October 4, 2016, DOI Secretary Ryan Zinke Policy on Strengthening the Department’s Ethical Culture
dated March 2, 2017, DOI Secretary Ryan Zinke Policy on Harassment dated April 12, 2017, Memorandum
dated December 12, 2013, from Acting DOI Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Capital and Diversity Mary
F. Pletcher titled “The Whistleblower Protection Enhancement Act of 2012 and Non-Disclosure Policies, Forms,
Agreements, and Acknowledgements, Email Guidance by Deputy Secretary of Interior David Bernhardt titled
“Month One Message,” dated August 1, 2017, Email Guidance by Deputy Secretary of Interior David Bernhardt
titled “Month Two Message,” dated September 22, 2017, BLM Acting Deputy Director of Operations John Ruhs
guidance contained in an Email titled “Thank You for Making a Difference,” dated September 29, 2017, which
referenced BLM Values and Guiding Principles, BLM/DOI Email and Computer Ethical Rules of Behavior, BLM
“Zero Tolerance” Policy Regarding Inappropriate Use of the Internet, 18 USC 1663 Protection of Public
Records and Documents, 18 USC 4 Misprison of a Felony, 18 USC 1519 Destruction, Alteration, or
Falsification of Records in Federal Investigations, 18 USC 241 Conspiracy Against Rights, 18 USC 242
Deprivation of Rights Under Color of Law, 43 USC 1733 (c) (1) Federal Land Policy Management Act, 43 USC
315 (a) Taylor Grazing Act, 5 USC 2302 Whistleblower Protections-Prohibited Personnel
Practices/Whistleblower Protection/Enhancement Acts, 5 CFR 2635 Gifts Between Employees, 5 USC 7211
Employees Rights to Petition Congress, and Public Law 112-199 of November 27, 2012.

 

Additionally, the BLM Criminal Investigator/Special Agent Position Description (LE140) in part states the
following:  “Comprehensive and professional knowledge of the laws, rules, and regulations which govern the
protection of public lands under jurisdiction of the Bureau of land Management, and their applicability on a
national basis,”(under Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the Position), “Knowledge of the various methods,
procedures, and techniques applicable to complex investigations and other law enforcement activities required
in the protection of natural resources on public land.  The applicable methods, procedures, and techniques
selected require a high degree of judgement that recognizes sensitivity to the violations, as alleged, discretion
in the manner that evidence and facts are developed, and an awareness of all ramifications of a criminal
investigation.  The incumbent must have the ability to establish the interrelationship of facts and evidence and
to present findings in reports that are clear, concise, accurate, and timely submitted for appropriate review and
action.” (under Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the Position), “Comprehensive knowledge of current and
present court decisions, criminal rules of evidence, constitutional law, and court procedures to be followed in
criminal matters, formal hearings and administrative matters in order to apply court and constitutional
requirements during the conduct of an investigation and to effectively testify on behalf of the Government.”
(under Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the Position), “great discretion must be taken to avoid entrapment of
suspects and to protect the integrity of the investigation” (under Factor 4, Complexity), and “The incumbent
must be able to safely utilize firearms….” (Factor 8, Physical Demands)

 

Please also note the potential Constitutional issues regarding “religious tests,” search and seizure, and
speech/assembly protections.

 

Please further note the following Rules of Criminal Procedure/Evidence:  Memorandum of Department
Prosecutors dated January 4, 2010, from David W. Ogden to the Deputy Attorney General, Rule 16, 18 USC
3500-the Jencks Act, the Brady Rule, Giglio, U.S. Attorney’s Manuel 9-5.001 Policy Regarding Disclosure of
Exculpatory and Impeachment Information, 9-5.100 Policy Regarding the Disclosure to Prosecutors of Potential
Impeachment Information Concerning Law Enforcement Agency Witnesses, American Bar Association
Standards 3-1.2 The Function of the Prosecutor, 3-2.8 Relations with the Courts and Bar, 3-3.1 Conflict of
Interest, 3-3.11 Disclosure of Evidence by the Prosecutor, 3-5.6 Presentation of Evidence, and 3-6.2
Information Relevant to Sentencing.
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Case Details: 2-year/10-month case, approximately 570 DOI Exhibits/Follow-on Turn-in Items, approximately 
508 DOI Identified lndividuals-19 Defendants 

Employee Experience: Almost 14 Years as a Federal and State Law Enforcement Officer, Tactical Team 
Member, State Field Training Officer, Federal and State Law Enforcement Instructor, 10 Years as a United 
States Marine Infantry Officer/Enlisted Infantryman (7 Active-Captain, 3+Reserve Sergeant), Personally 
managed in excess of 330 individuals and intimately led over 50 individuals, organized and managed law 
enforcement investigative and raid operations for more than 100 participants. Conducted official sworn 
statements and testimony several hundred times. 

Relevant Employee Awards: Directors Award at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC), DEA 
Surveillance Leader Award, $5,000.00 and $500.00 DEA Performance Cash Awards, Department of Justice 
(DOJ)/DEA Superior Service Award for the designated priority and organized crime investigation in the 
Division, FLETC "Most Wanted" Officer Award, 2015 $1,000.00 SLM Performance Cash Award, 2015 SLM 16 
Hour Time Off Performance Award, 2016 SLM Special Agent of the Year Nomination, 2016 DOI Honor Award 
for Superior Service, 2016 $5,000.00 SLM Cash Performance Award, 2016 Letter of Appreciation, 2016 
Additional $1,000.00 SLM Cash Award, Glock Pistol Award, and a Knife Gift. 

*I was told my supervision was again putting me in for "Agent of the Year" and as recently as 2/13/2017 
was told "I want you to know what a great job you are doing." 

Employee Conduct: professional, takes initiative, eager to work hard and accept additional responsibilities, 
does not jump the chain of command, respectful and polite with a "can do" attitude, and does not use 
disrespectful or unprofessional language. Per my fiscal year (FY) evaluations on my Employee Performance 
Appraisal Plans, I have been rated as an Exceptional/Superior Employee. Additionally, I have never been the 
subject of a disciplinary measure, instead I was consistently the subject of praise and appreciation. 

Thank you. Please let me know when you have questions. I can go through each incident and reference the 
available evidence/corroborating information. identify the subject of the disclosure and identify any witnesses 

On Tue, Mar 6, 2018 at 7:16 AM, Masling, Mark (OPR) <Mark.Masling@usdoj.gov> wrote: 

Dear 

The Department of Justice Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) has received the e-mail you sent on February 23, 
2018, as well as your prior correspondence. We apologize for our delay in responding to you. You have alleged misconduct 
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by various people in connection with the case of United States v. Bundy, et al., 2:16-cr-00046.  OPR understands that the
court has criticized the government’s conduct and dismissed charges against four of the defendants in that case, and that the
government has filed a motion for reconsideration pertaining to those actions.  As per its usual practice, OPR will hold in
abeyance any action pending the trial court’s resolution of various legal issues before it.  OPR will contact you, as necessary,
to obtain additional information about your allegations.

Thank you for bringing your concerns to OPR’s attention.

Mark Masling

OPR Assistant Counsel
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our agency and possibly destructive to the integrity of our case or future investigations.  I attempted to urge my
supervision to report certain information to senior BLM management and the U.S. Attorney’s
Office.  Note:  Evidence of some of this offensive conduct is potentially available through Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) requests and subject to a Litigation Hold, may be considered Exculpatory Material in
trial discovery process, and may be subject to federal records protections.  Additionally, in many instances, I
can provide evidence, identify the location of evidence and identify witnesses.

 

Ultimately, in addition to discovering crimes likely committed by those targeted in the investigation, I found that
likely a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge recklessly and against advisement from the U.S. Attorney’s Office and
apparent direction from the BLM Deputy Director set in motion a chain of events that nearly resulted in an
American tragedy and mass loss of life.  Additionally, I determined that reckless and unprofessional conduct
within BLM Law Enforcement supervisory staff was apparently widespread, widely known and even likely
“covered up.”  I also found that in virtually every case, BLM senior law enforcement management knew of the
suspected issues with this BLM SAC, but were either too afraid of retaliation, or lacked the character to report
and/or correct the suspected issues.  

 

Note:  This entire document was constructed without the aid of my original notes due to their seizure by a BLM
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge outside of my presence and without my knowledge or
permission.  Additionally, I was aggressively questioned regarding the belief that I may have audio recorded
BLM OLES management regarding their answers concerning this and other issues.  All dates, times, and
quotes are approximate and made to the best of my ability and memory.  I’m sure there are more noteworthy
items that I can’t recall at the time I constructed this document.  Also Note:  The other likely report worthy items
were seized from me on February 18, 2017, and are believed to be in the possession of a BLM ASAC.  I
recommend these items be safeguarded and reviewed.      

 

As the case agent/lead investigator for the DOI in the Cliven Bundy investigation out of the District of Nevada, I
became aware of a great number of instances when senior BLM OLES leadership were likely involved
in Gross Mismanagement and Abuse of Authority (which may have posed a substantial and specific threat
to employee and public safety as well as wrongfully denied the public Constitutionally protected rights).  The
BLM OLES leadership and others may have also violated Merit System Principles (Fair/Equitable Treatment,
High Standards of Conduct, Failing to Manage Employee Performance by Failing to Address Poor
Performance and Unprofessional Conduct, Potential Unjust Political Influence, and Whistleblower
Retaliation), Prohibited Personnel Practices (Retaliation Against Whistleblowers, Retaliation Against
Employees that Exercise Their Rights, Violation of Rules that Support the Merit System Principles,
Enforcement of Policies (unwritten) that Don’t Allow Whistleblowing),Ethics Rules (Putting Forth an Honest
Effort in the Performance of Duties, the Obligation to Disclose Waste, Fraud, Abuse, and Corruption,
Endeavoring to Avoid Any Action that Creates the Appearance that there is a Violation of the Law, and
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees), BLM OLES Code of Conduct (Faithfully Striving to Abide by all
Laws, Rules, Regulations, and Customs Governing the Performance of Duties, Potentially Violating Laws and
Regulations in a Unique Position of High Pubic Trust and Integrity of Profession and Confidence of the Public,
Peers, Supervisors, and Society in General, Knowingly Committing Acts in the Conduct of Official Business
and/or in Personal Life that Subjects the Department of Interior to Public Censure and/or Adverse Criticism,
Conducting all Investigations and Law Enforcement Functions Impartially and Thoroughly and Reporting the
Results Thereof Fully, Objectively, and Accurately, and Potentially Using Greater Force than Necessary in
Accomplishing the Mission of the Department), BLM Values (To serve with honesty, integrity, accountability,
respect, courage and commitment to make a difference), BLM Guiding Principles (to respect, value, and
support our employees.  To pursue excellence in business practices, improve accountability to our stake
holders and deliver better service to our customers), BLM OLES General Order 38(Internal Affairs
Investigations), Departmental and Agency Policies (BLM Director Neil Kornze Policy on Equal Opportunity
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and the Prevention of Harassment dated January 19, 2016, DOI Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Promoting an
Ethical Culture dated June 15, 2016, DOI Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Equal Opportunity in the Workplace
dated September 14, 2016, DOI Deputy Secretary of Interior Michael Connor Policy on Workplace Conduct
dated October 4, 2016, DOI Secretary Ryan Zinke Policy on Strengthening the Department’s Ethical Culture
dated March 2, 2017, DOI Secretary Ryan Zinke Policy on Harassment dated April 12, 2017, Memorandum
dated December 12, 2013, from Acting DOI Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Capital and Diversity Mary
F. Pletcher titled “The Whistleblower Protection Enhancement Act of 2012 and Non-Disclosure Policies, Forms,
Agreements, and Acknowledgements, Email Guidance by Deputy Secretary of Interior David Bernhardt titled
“Month One Message,” dated August 1, 2017, Email Guidance by Deputy Secretary of Interior David Bernhardt
titled “Month Two Message,” dated September 22, 2017, BLM Acting Deputy Director of Operations John Ruhs
guidance contained in an Email titled “Thank You for Making a Difference,” dated September 29, 2017, which
referenced BLM Values and Guiding Principles, BLM/DOI Email and Computer Ethical Rules of Behavior, BLM
“Zero Tolerance” Policy Regarding Inappropriate Use of the Internet, 18 USC 1663 Protection of Public
Records and Documents, 18 USC 4 Misprison of a Felony, 18 USC 1519 Destruction, Alteration, or
Falsification of Records in Federal Investigations, 18 USC 241 Conspiracy Against Rights, 18 USC 242
Deprivation of Rights Under Color of Law, 43 USC 1733 (c) (1) Federal Land Policy Management Act, 43 USC
315 (a) Taylor Grazing Act, 5 USC 2302 Whistleblower Protections-Prohibited Personnel
Practices/Whistleblower Protection/Enhancement Acts, 5 CFR 2635 Gifts Between Employees, 5 USC 7211
Employees Rights to Petition Congress, and Public Law 112-199 of November 27, 2012.

 

Additionally, the BLM Criminal Investigator/Special Agent Position Description (LE140) in part states the
following:  “Comprehensive and professional knowledge of the laws, rules, and regulations which govern the
protection of public lands under jurisdiction of the Bureau of land Management, and their applicability on a
national basis,”(under Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the Position), “Knowledge of the various methods,
procedures, and techniques applicable to complex investigations and other law enforcement activities required
in the protection of natural resources on public land.  The applicable methods, procedures, and techniques
selected require a high degree of judgement that recognizes sensitivity to the violations, as alleged, discretion
in the manner that evidence and facts are developed, and an awareness of all ramifications of a criminal
investigation.  The incumbent must have the ability to establish the interrelationship of facts and evidence and
to present findings in reports that are clear, concise, accurate, and timely submitted for appropriate review and
action.” (under Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the Position), “Comprehensive knowledge of current and
present court decisions, criminal rules of evidence, constitutional law, and court procedures to be followed in
criminal matters, formal hearings and administrative matters in order to apply court and constitutional
requirements during the conduct of an investigation and to effectively testify on behalf of the Government.”
(under Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the Position), “great discretion must be taken to avoid entrapment of
suspects and to protect the integrity of the investigation” (under Factor 4, Complexity), and “The incumbent
must be able to safely utilize firearms….” (Factor 8, Physical Demands)

 

Please also note the potential Constitutional issues regarding “religious tests,” search and seizure, and
speech/assembly protections.

 

Please further note the following Rules of Criminal Procedure/Evidence:  Memorandum of Department
Prosecutors dated January 4, 2010, from David W. Ogden to the Deputy Attorney General, Rule 16, 18 USC
3500-the Jencks Act, the Brady Rule, Giglio, U.S. Attorney’s Manuel 9-5.001 Policy Regarding Disclosure of
Exculpatory and Impeachment Information, 9-5.100 Policy Regarding the Disclosure to Prosecutors of Potential
Impeachment Information Concerning Law Enforcement Agency Witnesses, American Bar Association
Standards 3-1.2 The Function of the Prosecutor, 3-2.8 Relations with the Courts and Bar, 3-3.1 Conflict of
Interest, 3-3.11 Disclosure of Evidence by the Prosecutor, 3-5.6 Presentation of Evidence, and 3-6.2
Information Relevant to Sentencing.
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Case Details: 2-year/10-month case, approximately 570 DOI Exhibits/Follow-on Turn-in Items, approximately 
508 DOI Identified lndividuals-19 Defendants 

Employee Experience: Almost 14 Years as a Federal and State Law Enforcement Officer, Tactical Team 
Member, State Field Training Officer, Federal and State Law Enforcement Instructor, 10 Years as a United 
States Marine Infantry Officer/Enlisted Infantryman (7 Active-Captain, 3+Reserve Sergeant), Personally 
managed in excess of 330 individuals and intimately led over 50 individuals, organized and managed law 
enforcement investigative and raid operations for more than 100 participants. Conducted official sworn 
statements and testimony several hundred times. 

Relevant Employee Awards: Directors Award at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC), DEA 
Surveillance Leader Award, $5,000.00 and $500.00 DEA Performance Cash Awards, Department of Justice 
(DOJ)/DEA Superior Service Award for the designated priority and organized crime investigation in the 
Division, FLETC "Most Wanted" Officer Award, 2015 $1,000.00 SLM Performance Cash Award, 2015 SLM 16 
Hour Time Off Performance Award, 2016 SLM Special Agent of the Year Nomination, 2016 DOI Honor Award 
for Superior Service, 2016 $5,000.00 SLM Cash Performance Award, 2016 Letter of Appreciation, 2016 
Additional $1,000.00 SLM Cash Award, Glock Pistol Award, and a Knife Gift. 

*I was told my supervision was again putting me in for "Agent of the Year" and as recently as 2/13/2017 
was told "I want you to know what a great job you are doing." 

Employee Conduct: professional, takes initiative, eager to work hard and accept additional responsibilities, 
does not jump the chain of command, respectful and polite with a "can do" attitude, and does not use 
disrespectful or unprofessional language. Per my fiscal year (FY) evaluations on my Employee Performance 
Appraisal Plans, I have been rated as an Exceptional/Superior Employee. Additionally, I have never been the 
subject of a disciplinary measure, instead I was consistently the subject of praise and appreciation. 

Thank you. Please let me know when you have questions. I can go through each incident and reference the 
available evidence/corroborating information. identify the subject of the disclosure and identify any witnesses 

On Tue, Mar 6, 2018 at 7:16 AM, Masling, Mark (OPR) <Mark.Masling@usdoj.gov> wrote: 

Dear 

The Department of Justice Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) has received the e-mail you sent on February 23, 
2018, as well as your prior correspondence. We apologize for our delay in responding to you. You have alleged misconduct 
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by various people in connection with the case of United States v. Bundy, et al., 2:16-cr-00046.  OPR understands that the
court has criticized the government’s conduct and dismissed charges against four of the defendants in that case, and that the
government has filed a motion for reconsideration pertaining to those actions.  As per its usual practice, OPR will hold in
abeyance any action pending the trial court’s resolution of various legal issues before it.  OPR will contact you, as necessary,
to obtain additional information about your allegations.

 

Thank you for bringing your concerns to OPR’s attention.

 

Mark Masling

OPR Assistant Counsel
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From: U.S. Dept. of Inte1ior/Bmeau of Land Management Special Agent! 
Subject: Agent Notes in Regard to the Bureau of Land Management and t.,_h_e '""c""'h-ve_n_,B"""un-dy Investigation 
Reference: DI-17-2830, MA-17-2863, BLM-18-0058, LM14015035, District of Nevada Case 2:16-cr-
00046-GMN-PAL (United States of Ame1ica v. Cliven Bundy, et al) 

Issue: As a U.S. Department of Interior (DOI), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Office of Law 
Enforcement and Security (OLES) Special Agent (SA) and Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the 
Cliven Bundy/2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound Case out of the District of Nevada, I 
routinely observed a widespread pattern of bad judgment and lack of discipline among senior and 
supervisory staff at BLM OLES that made a mockery of our position of special trust and 
confidence and adversely affected our agency's mission. 

The Investigation, which I participated in as the Case Agent/Lead Investigator on behalf of the 
DOI/BLM into the 2014 Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Trespass Cattle Impound and associated 
crimes also revealed widespread conduct, ethical and professional issues as well as potential crimes, 
policy violations and "cover-ups." Additionally, dw-ing this time, I was personally continually 
exposed to Retaliation, Harassment and a Hostile Work Environment due to what I believe is my 
insistence those issues be reported, corrected, and my urging for my supe1-vision to change their 
offensive individual conduct as approp1t"iate. Time after time, I personally observed or was told of 
actions by senior agency law enforcement management in these positions of special trust and 
confidence, where these senior law enforcement officials failed to display a "moral compass," 
burden of leadership, 01· lead by example. It is my assessment that from time to time, the 
responsible law enforcement management also attempted to delegate away their responsibility, but 
retain their influence and authority to steer the associated investigations away from misconduct 
discovery, reporting, and correction. It is also my assessment that it is likely the 2014 Gold Butte 
Trespass Cattle Impound was in part a punitive and ego driven expedition by a Senior BLM Law 
Enforcement Supervisor (a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge) that was only in part focused on the 
intent of the associated Federal Court Orders and the Inission of our agency (to sustain the health, 
diversity, and productivity of Ame1;ca's public lands for the multiple use and enjoyment of present 
and future generations). My investigation also indicated that the involved officers and protestors 
were themselves pawns in what was almost a great American tragedy on April 12, 2014, in which 
law enforcement officers (Federal, State, and Local), protestors, and the motoring public were 
caught in the danger area. This investigation also indicated, the primary reasons for the escalation 
was due to the recklessness, lack of oversight, and arrogance of a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge 
and the recklessness, failure to adhere to Federal Court Orders and lack of recognition of the 
Federal Government in matters related to land management within Nevada, by Rancher Cliven 
Bundy. 

The investigation further indicated that the BLM SAC's peers didn't likely attempt to properly 
influence or counsel the BLM SAC into more appropriate courses of action and conduct or were 
unsuccessful in their attempts. The investigation indicated that it was likely that the BLM SAC's 
peers failed to report the BLM SAC's unethical/unprofessional actions, misconduct, and potential 
crimes up the chain of command and/01· to the appropriate authorities, or that the chain of 
command simply ignored and dismissed these reports. The investigation further indicated when 
individuals did report issues with the BLM SAC, the reports were likely ignored or marginalized by 
higher BLM OLES officials. The investigation also indicated that the BLM OLES Director likely 
gave the BLM SAC complete autonomy and discretion without oversight or supervision. The 
investigation further indicated that it was unlikely that the BLM OLES Director wasn't aware of 
the BLM SAC's unethical/unprofessional actions, poor decisions, misconduct, and potential crimes. 
My investigation and personal obsenations in the investigation further revealed a likely 
unethical/unlawful "cover-up" of this BLM SAC's actions, by very senior law enforcement 
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management within BLM OLES. This investigation indicated that on numerous occasions, senior 
BLM OLES management broke their own policies and overlooked ethical, professional, and 
conduct violations and likely provided cover and protection for the BLM SAC and any activity or 
operation this BLM SAC was associated with. My investigation ftnther indicated that the BLVl's 
civilian leadership didn't condone and/or was likely unaware of the BLM SAC's actions and the 
associated cover-ups, at least until it was too late. 

During the investigation, I also came to believe that the case prosecution team at United States 
Attorney's Office out of Las Vegas in the District of Nevada wasn't being kept up to date on 
important investigative findings about the BLM SAC's likely alleged misconduct. I also came to 
believe that discovery related and possibly relevant and substantive trial and/or exculpatory 
information wasn't likely turned over to, or properly disclosed to the prosecution team. 

I also came to believe there were such serious case findings that an outside investigation was 
I on several issues to include misconduct, ethics/code of conduct issues, use of force issues 
(to include civil rights violations), non-adherence to law, and the loss/destruction of, or purposeful 
non-recording of key evidentiary items. 

I also became aware of trnubling potential misconduct issues and a strategy not to disclose the 
issues to the defense counsel or make the evidence available unless required by the court. 

Finally, the investigation showed a great many incorrect talking points, some which even 
perpetuated themselves in hial and likely portrayed a false image to the judge and jury. These 
incorrect points included the following: No government snipers, Federal Agents/Officers were 
never on Bundy's personal property, and the Bundy cattle were in poor physical condition. 

Ultimately, I believe I was removed from my position as Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the 
Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte, Nevada Investigation because my management and possibly the 
prosecution team believed I would properly disclose these embarrassing and substantive issues on 
the stand and under oath at trial, because my supervision believed I had contacted others abont this 
misconduct and possibly audio recorded them, because I had uncovered, reported, and objected to 
suspected violations of law, ethics directives, policy, and the code of conduct, and because I was 
critical of the misconduct of a particular BLM SAC. This is despite having already testified in 
Federal Grand Jury and being on the trial witness list. 

The purpose of this narrative is not to take up for or defend the actions of the subjects of this 
investigation. To get an idea of the relevant historical facts, conduct of the subjects of the 
investigation and contributing factors, you may consider familiarizing yourself with the 2014 Gold 
Butte Timeline and the uncovered facts of this investigation. The investigation revealed that many 
of the subjects likely, knmvingly and willingly ignored, obstructed, and/or attempted to thwart the 
associated Federal Court Orders through their specific actions and veiled threats, and that many of 
the subjects also likely violated several laws. This investigation also showed that subjects of the 
investigation in part adopted an aggressive and bully type strategy that ultimately led to the 
shutdown of 1-15, where many armed followers of Cliven Bundy brandished and pointed weapons 
at Federal Officers and Agents in the Toquop Wash near Bunkerville, Nevada, on April 12, 2014, in 
a dangerous, high risk, high profile national incident. This investigation fmther indicated that 
instead of Cliven Bundy properly using the court system or other avenues to address his grievances, 
he chose an illegal, uncivilized, and dangerous strategy in which a tragedy was narrowly and 
thankfully avoided. 
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Additionally, I was also personally subjected to Whistleblowing Discouragement, Retaliation, and 
Intimidation.  Threatening and questionable behaviors included the following:  Invasion of Privacy, 
Search and Seizure, Harassment, Intimidation, Bullying, Blacklisting, Religious “tests,” and Rude 
and Condescending Language.  Simply put, I believe I was expected to keep quiet as a condition of 
my continued employment, any future promotions, future awards, or a favorable recommendation 
to another employer. 
 
Furthermore, upon discovery of potential gross supervisory misconduct, abuse of authority, 
unethical actions, unprofessional actions, and likely unlawful activities conducted by senior level 
BLM OLES management, I came to believe that my direct supervision not only failed to correct 
and report those instances as required, but also discouraged me in reporting or even mentioning 
those instances.  When I did report those instances, my supervision deceptively acted confused and 
I became a victim of whistleblower retaliation. 
 
During the course of the investigation, I determined that any disagreement with the BLM SAC, or 
any reporting of his many likely embarrassing, unethical/unprofessional actions and misconduct 
was thought to be career destroying.  Time and time again, I came to believe that the BLM SAC’s 
subordinates and peers were afraid to correct him or properly report his misconduct (despite a 
duty to act) out of fear for their own jobs and reputation. 
 
Additionally, I believe the likely misconduct and inappropriate actions by leaders within BLM Law 
Enforcement Management does tend to mitigate the circumstances of the crimes and the associated 
cover-up actions could overturn any convictions and greatly discredit and embarrass the BLM as a 
whole.  Also, it should be noted that the issues captured on email, text, and electronic media are 
likely subject to the FOIA, Discovery, the Litigation Hold, and Federal Records Protections and 
that openly made verbal comments may also be subject to Trial Discovery and may be used to 
impeach trial witnesses, show incredible bias by members of the investigative team and further 
discredit our agency.   
 
Also, the pervasive unprofessional work environment that I personally observed or that was briefed 
to me by multiple witnesses is unacceptable and violates numerous laws, policy’s, ethical and 
professional standards and was widely known and even encouraged by some management within 
BLM’s Office of Law Enforcement and Security. 
 
Note:  To explain the misconduct, unethical actions, violations of policy/code of conduct, potential 
crimes, Whistleblower Retaliation and the Hostile Work Environment and Workplace Harassment, I 
must address and give some limited background about each issue.  However, the central issue is a 
constant.  It is an uncaring, knowing, willing and frequent violation of ethics/conduct guidelines and 
policy and also a lack of oversight and supervision.  Basically, those in law enforcement authority 
positions felt free to openly and routinely engage in misconduct without any fear of consequence.  
Additionally, when they were questioned, urged to correct the issues, or someone complained, BLM 
Law Enforcement Supervisors downplayed the concerns, marginalized, harassed, retaliated and tried 
to coerce and intimidate the reporting parties until the reporting parties or those harassed simply quit 
or found another job.  These actions also seemed to initiate apparent self-serving public praise and 
accolades of professionalism from/to and between many of the worst offenders.  It seemed like the 
offenders were trying to get out ahead of any possible complaints and establish a baseline narrative of 
their unquestionable professionalism.      
 
Time and time again, I saw instances by BLM Law Enforcement Management where they knew about 
misconduct and failed to report it, they participated in the misconduct themselves, or they personally 
instigated the misconduct. 
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Additionally, when the misconduct was reported, supervisors within BLM’s Office of Law Enforcement 
acted confused and unaware.  They also attempted to marginalize the reporting person, discourage 
further reporting of the misconduct and finally, they retaliated when the misconduct was reported. 
 
When I discovered, was notified about, or personally observed misconduct, I tried to discretely and 
respectfully influence my chain of command to stop the misconduct themselves, address the employee 
misconduct with oversight and reminders and report the misconduct where appropriate in order to 
initiate any required internal investigations.  Ultimately, I failed to correct the issues.  Finally, I my 
concerns were ignored and dismissed and I was also harassed and retaliated against. 
 
The unprofessional actions of some BLM Supervisory Law Enforcement Officers would "shock the 
conscious" of the public, our civilian management, and the Secretary/Deputy Secretary of the 
Interior.  We all know and have been informed and trained on acceptable professional workplace 
conduct.  We even usually receive the typical routine reminders in the form of emails and guidance 
and government electronic media advisements.  However, some supervisors in our agency routinely 
chose to ignore that guidance and others were reluctant to correct their “friend’s” misconduct and 
lapses in judgement. 
      
Unfortunately, these issues are widespread and often made openly and publicly and even captured 
on electronic communications subject to Federal Records Protections, the Bundy Case Litigation 
Hold, the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), and even trial discovery (as 
exculpatory/bias/impeachment information). 
 
The longer the Bundy investigation went on, and the longer I personally interacted with my 
supervisor and other senior and supervisory law enforcement management, the more unacceptable 
issues (both case related and individual supervisor conduct related) I personally observed or 
discovered. 
   
I observed/ discovered extremely unprofessional, familiar, racy, vulgar and bias filled actions, open 
comments, and inappropriate electronic communications.  In my opinion, these issues would likely 
undermine the investigation, cast considerable doubt on the professionalism of our agency and be 
possibly used to claim investigator bias/unprofessionalism and to impeach and undermine key 
witness credibility.  
 
The ridiculousness of the conduct, unprofessional amateurish carnival atmosphere, openly made 
statements, and electronic communications tended to mitigate the defendant’s culpability, cast a 
shadow of doubt of inexcusable bias, unprofessionalism and embarrassment on our agency and in 
general make the average day at the office miserable. 
   
It seemed like the more I discretely and respectfully reported these issues and the more I tried to 
simply influence and encourage my chain of command to do the right thing and correct and further 
report the misconduct, the more my chain of command got tired of me “mothering” them.  More 
and more, it seemed like my relationship with my supervisor grew more and more strained.  He 
usually continued on with the inappropriate conduct, ignored my concerns, tried to coerce and 
intimidate me as well as marginalize, harass and retaliate against me.  
  
The inappropriate behavior, misconduct and unprofessional comments were offensive and uncalled 
for in a professional federal law enforcement work environment and were a clear violation of 
professional workplace norms, our code of conduct, policy, and possibly even law.  The misconduct 
caused considerable disruption for me personally in the workplace, was shameful and rude to 
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fellow employees and citizens and was discriminatory, harassing and further showed clear 
prejudice against the defendants, their supporters and Mormons.   
 
I told my supervisor on several occasions that this type of conduct is unprofessional and that it 
makes me uncomfortable.  I also urged my supervisor to correct the misconduct and I told him that 
I don’t want to be around it.  Additionally, I specifically told my supervisor that I didn’t want to be 
overly sensitive, but it felt like he and others are being disrespectful to me and making fun of me 
and my family. 
   
In March of 2016, after I confronted my supervisor about his inappropriate conduct, he apologized 
to me and for a time he seemed genuinely sorry and things got better.  During this timeframe and 
following, I was even nominated for several awards and honors to include a nomination for Special 
Agent of the Year, the Department of Interior Honor Award for Superior Service (awarded by my 
Agency’s Director), a $5,000.00 performance bonus, a $1,000.00 performance bonus, and a Glock 
Pistol gift.  However, the misconduct never completely stopped, but his treatment of me and open 
disrespect to others got worse. 
     
Often times this misconduct centered on being sexually inappropriate, profanity, appearance/body 
shaming and likely violated privacy and civil rights.  Additionally, this offensive conduct sometimes 
targeted those with disabilities and health issues. 
 
Many times, these open unprofessional and disrespectful comments and name calling (often by law 
enforcement supervisors who are potential witnesses and investigative team supervisors) reminded 
me of middle school.  
  
At any given time, you could hear individuals openly referred to as "ret*rds," "r*d-necks," 
“Overweight woman with the big jowls,” “d*uche bags,” “tractor-face,” “idiots,” “in-br*d,” etc., 
etc., etc. 
 
Also, it was common to receive or have electronic communications reported to me during the 
course of the investigation in which senior investigators and law enforcement supervisors (some are 
potential witnesses and investigative team members) specifically made fun of suspects and 
referenced “Cliven Bundy felony…just kind of rolls off the tongue, doesn’t it?,” di1dos, western 
themed g@y bars, odors of sweat, playing chess with menstru*ting women, Cliven Bundy sh1tting 
on cold stainless steel, personal lubricant and Ryan Bundy holding a giant pen1s (on April 12, 
2014).  
  
Extremely biased and degrading fliers were also openly displayed and passed around the office.  A 
booking photo of Cliven Bundy was (and is) inappropriately, openly, prominently and proudly 
displayed in the office of a potential trial witness and my supervisor.  Additionally, altered and 
degrading suspect photos were put in to what amounted to be a public office presentation by my 
supervisor. 
 
It’s no secret.  We are trained that this type of behavior is unprofessional, unacceptable and that it 
can embarrass our agency and disrupt investigations and cases at trial.  We know that when this 
type of behavior is relevant to a criminal case, or an officers individual conduct, it must be turned 
over to the U.S. Attorney’s Office or local prosecutors.  We also know that when misconduct is 
discovered, it should be corrected and reported.  Additionally, the more serious types of misconduct 
must be referred for an internal investigation.  We don’t have a choice in this matter.  It is our 
duty.  If we fail, then we are complicit ourselves in the misconduct. 
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The Bundy investigation even indicated that former BLM SAC XXXXXXXXX sent photographs of 
his own feces and his girl-friend’s vag1na to coworkers and subordinates.  It was also reported by 
another BLM SAC that former BLM SAC XXXXXXXXX bragged to him that there is no way he 
gets more pu$$y than the BLM SAC.   
 
On two occasions, I overheard a BLM SAC tell a BLM ASAC that another/other BLM employee(s) 
and potential trial witnesses didn’t properly turn in the required discovery material (likely 
exculpatory evidence).   
 
My supervisor even instigated the unprofessional monitoring of protected communications (jail 
calls) between defendants and their wives, without prosecutor or FBI consent, for the apparent 
purpose of making fun of post arrest telephone calls between Idaho defendants/FBI targets (not 
subjects of BLM’s investigation) in which the detainees were crying. 
  
I even had a BLM ASAC tell me that he tried to report misconduct, but no one listened to him.  I 
had my own supervisor tell me that former BLM SAC XXXXXXXXX is the BLM OLES 
“Director’s boy” and he indicated they were going to hide and protect him.  A previous Department 
of Inspector General Investigation even indicated that the BLM SAC allegedly said that he owned 
the BLM Law Enforcement Director.  The BLM OLES Chief of the Office of Professional 
Responsibility/Internal Affairs indicated to me the former BLM OLES Director protected former 
BLM SAC XXX and shut the Office of Professional Responsibility out when misconduct allegations 
were reported about XXXX and that the former BLM OLES Director personally (inappropriately) 
investigated misconduct allegations about XXXX.  
  
Another former BLM ASAC indicated to me that former BLM SAC XXXX was a liability to our 
agency and the Cliven Bundy Case.  I was even told of threats of physical harm that this former 
BLM SAC made to his subordinate employee and his family. 
 
Also, more and more it become apparent that the numerous statements made by potential trial 
witnesses and victims (even by good officers under duress), could potentially cast an unfavorable 
light on the BLM.  (See openly available video/audio footage titled “The Bundy Trial 2017 Leaked 
Fed Body Cam Evidence,” or a video posted on You Tube titled “Leaked Body Cams from the 
Bundy Ranch!” published by Gavin Seim.)  Some of these statements included the following: “Jack-
up Hage” (Wayne Hage Jr.), “Are you fucXXXX people stupid or what,” “Fat dude, right behind 
the tree has a long gun,” “MotherFuXXXX, you come find me and you’re gonna have hell to pay,” 
“FatAsX slid down,” “Pretty much a shoot first, ask questions later,” “No gun there.  He’s just 
holding his back standing like a sissy,” “She must not be married,” “Shoot his fucXXXX dog first,” 
“We gotta have fucXXXX fire discipline,” and “I’m recording by the way guys, so…”  Additional 
Note:  In this timeframe, a key witness deactivated his body camera.  Also, the three key radio traffic 
events weren’t captured or were unlawfully deleted from the archived dispatch audio files.  Further 
Note:  It became clear to me a serious public and professional image problem had developed within the 
BLM Office of Law Enforcement and Security.  I felt I needed to work to correct this and mitigate the 
damage it no doubt had already done.    
     
This carnival, inappropriate and childish behavior by senior BLM Law Enforcement Officials 
didn’t stop with the directed bias and degradation of subjects of criminal investigations and civil 
cases.   
 
The childish misconduct extended to citizens, cooperators from other agencies and even our own 
employees.  BLM Law Enforcement Supervisors also openly talked about and gossiped about 
private employee personnel matters such as confidential medical conditions (to include mental 
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illness), work performance, marriage issues, religion, punishments, internal investigations and 
derogatory opinions of higher level BLM supervisors and agents/officers.  Some of these open 
comments centered on B1ow J0bs, Ma$terbation in the office closet, Addiction to P0rn, a 
Disgusting Butt Crack, a “Weak Sister,” high self-opinions, strong willed, crying and scared 
women, “Leather Face,” "Pu$$y," “Mormons (little Mormon Girl),” “he has mental problems and 
that he had some sort of mental breakdown,” “PTSD,” etc., etc., etc.  
  
Additionally, it should be noted that there was a “religious test” of sorts.  On two occasions, I was 
specifically asked “You’re not a Mormon are you,” I was also specifically, and individually asked to 
agree that the defendants (who are reportedly Mormon) are like a “cult” and I was asked “I bet 
you think I am going to hell, don’t you.”  Time after time I was subjected to disrespectful comments 
and opinions about the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (LDS), faith, such as a BLM 
ASAC making fun of a Mormon child on a school trip in which he was a chaperone and speaking 
poorly of Mormon farmers.  (I explain these and other related incidents later.)       
 
Sometimes, I felt these issues (described in depth below) were reported to me by senior BLM OLES 
management and line Rangers/Agents/employees because they personally didn’t like a particular 
BLM SAC (although, some of these same people seemed to flatter, buddy up to, openly like, and 
protect the BLM SAC).  Sometimes, I thought BLM OLES management wanted to talk about these 
actions because they thought these blatant inappropriate acts by a BLM SAC and others were 
funny.  Sometimes, I thought the reporting parties wanted the misconduct corrected and the truth 
to come to light, but they were afraid/unwilling to report and correct the misconduct themselves.  
Sometimes, I thought the reporting parties just wanted to get the issues off their chest.  Sometimes, 
I thought supervisors wanted to report the misconduct to me, so they could later say they did report 
it (since I was the Case Agent/Lead Investigator).  Therefore, in their mind limit their liability to 
correct and report the misconduct and issues.  However, it was confusing that at the same time, I 
thought some of these reporting parties (particularly in management) sought deniability and didn’t 
want to go “on the record.”  These same reporting/witnessing parties in most cases apparently 
refused to correct the misconduct and further report it to higher level supervision, the Office of 
Inspector General, and the U.S. Attorney’s Office (as required/necessary) and even discouraged me 
from further reporting and correcting the issues.  When I did try to correct and further report the 
issues as I believed appropriate and necessary, these same supervisors (who were 
reporting/witnessing parties) acted confused and unaware.  Ultimately, I became an outcast and 
was retaliated against.   
 
Additionally, please keep in mind that at the time this document is read, the U.S. Attorney’s Office, 
the Court, and the Defense Counsel may not be fully aware of the specifics mentioned in this 
document (this is explained later in the document).  I believe that it is highly likely that my 
supervisor (a BLM ASAC) didn’t properly seek out, disclose and turn-over material and statements 
that are substantive and discoverable/exculpatory in nature and may be considered Brady, Giglio, 
and Jencks material and are subject to trial discovery requirements as well as are likely subject to 
Federal Records Protections, the case litigation hold, and the Freedom of Information Act. I believe 
my supervisor failed to seek out, disclose and turn over this material to the U.S. Attorney’s Office, 
due to the embarrassment (specifically to a BLM SAC and higher-level BLM OLES supervision) 
and potential trial and public relations complications these issues expose and indicate (please see 
below for additional details).  I have made it clear to this BLM ASAC and other BLM supervision 
that we must disclose/turn-over all related information to the U.S. Attorney’s Office and then let 
the U.S. Attorney’s Office use their best judgement to determine what is necessary to turn over to 
the defense counsel.  I also made it clear to my supervision that we needed to address issues by 
agency law enforcement employees to include the unprofessional use of email, text messages, instant 
messages, and openly made comments that could subject the case to issues and the agency to 
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further embarrassment.  These substantive electronic communications and statements offered 
incredible evidence of bias, contained impeachment information, showed prejudice, and an often 
racy and vulgar harassing and amateurish law enforcement operation that made a mockery of the 
case and are likely material to the defense.  Time after time, these actions of a few BLM 
Supervisory Law Enforcement Officials also caused disruption in the federal professional 
workplace.  On more than one occasion, I told the BLM ASAC that the way we lose the case is 
when the jury or the judge thinks we aren’t being completely truthful or there is a cover-up. 
 
Please keep in mind that I am not an “Internal Affairs,” “Inspector General,” or “Office of 
Professional Responsibility Investigator.”  Therefore, I couldn’t, and can’t independently conduct 
investigations into government law enforcement personnel.  Additionally, I haven’t been formally 
trained on internal investigations.  Therefore, my perception, the opinions I offer, and the fact 
pattern that I found relevant was gained from my experience as a regular line investigator and 
former uniformed patrol and Field Training Officer (FTO).   
 
Each, and every time I came across any potential criminal, ethical, or policy related issue, in the 
course of my duties as the DOI/BLM Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the Gold Butte/Cliven 
Bundy Nevada Investigation, I reported the issues up my chain of command with the intent to run 
an independent and unbiased, professional investigation, as I was instructed.  Later, I determined 
my chain of command was likely already aware of many of these issues and were likely not 
reporting those issues to the prosecution team and higher headquarters.  Later, I also was informed 
by the BLM Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) Chief that any issues that had anything to 
do with a particular favored BLM SAC, the BLM OLES Director looked at himself instead of OPR. 
The OPR Chief told me he was shut out of those types of inquiries.  I noted in the pre-trial 
Giglio/Henthorn Review that this appeared to be accurate.  I also noted that these types of issues I 
discovered apparently weren’t properly investigated as required.  The bad joke I heard around the 
office was that the BLM SAC knew where the BLM OLES Director had buried the prostitutes body 
and that is why the BLM OLES Director protects him.  (Please see the below for more specific 
information.)    
  
One of the chief purposes of this document is to provide a multi-use comprehensive timeline (that notes 
the timeframes in which these activities were committed, observed, or reported and specifically identifies 
the location of supporting information and evidence) and explanation of the misconduct and ethical issues 
I observed, experienced, or I discovered during my duties as the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Case 
Agent and Lead Investigator of the DOI/BLM.  Additionally (at a later date), I can go through this 
document line by line and identify the subjects and the witnesses (who in this document are referred to by 
title only).   
 
To get a better understanding of the historical aspects and non-agency incriminating findings of this 
investigation, it is recommended that the reader review the comprehensive Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte 
Nevada Investigative Timeline that I constructed and completed in early February 2017.  As you go 
through the document below, please keep in mind that in addition to offering the raw information, where I 
felt it was appropriate, I interjected my thoughts and specifically referenced subject material.  I 
recommend that this document isn’t used as a case report, but rather a narrative written from my point of 
view in relation to the facts that are known to me.  I also recommend that each item (email, text, audio 
file, video file, etc.) I reference be independently obtained in its original form and that the items be 
safeguarded from destruction and alteration.  I also recommend the items that were seized from me on or 
about February 18, 2017, and computer activity profiles and phone records be obtained and safeguarded.  
I further recommend that my chain of command be questioned under oath about the destruction of 
government records and seized files and other key aspects of this case.  
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I also feel there are likely a great many other issues that even I am not aware of, that were likely disclosed 
or known to my supervisor, at least two other BLM SACs, the BLM SAC in question’s subordinates, and 
the former BLM OLES Director.  In addition to the witnesses I identify, I would also recommend 
interviews with the BLM OLES Chief of the Office of Professional Responsibility/Internal Affairs and I 
would recommend reviews of my chain of command’s emails and text messages.        
 
Unfortunately, I also believe it is a possibility that the U.S. Attorney’s Office Prosecution Team may have 
adopted an inappropriate under the table/unofficial policy of preferred ignorance in regard to the likely 
gross misconduct on the part of senior management from the BLM Office of Law Enforcement and 
Security and Discovery/Exculpatory related trial issues.  These issues are explained in depth later in this 
document. 
 
Additionally, actions, comments, and questions by the U.S. Attorney’s Office Lead Prosecutor, the 
strategy to deny the Dave Bundy iPad evidence from coming to light, the direction by a BLM ASAC for 
me not to speak with any member of the Prosecution Team, and factually deceptive/incorrect talking 
points (snipers, Bundy property, Bundy cattle overall health, etc.), indicated to me the Prosecution Team 
wanted to possibly and purposefully remain ignorant of some of the case facts and possibly use unethical 
legal tricks to prevent the appropriate release of substantive/exculpatory material.  I believe that it is more 
likely than not, that there was not only a lack of due diligence by the Prosecution Team in identifying and 
locating exculpatory material, but there was also a desire to stay ignorant of some of the issues and likely 
an inappropriate strategy to not disclose substantive material to the Defense Counsel and initiate any 
necessary civil rights related or internal investigations.    
 
I was surprised about the lack of Defense Counsel questions about critical vulnerabilities in the case that 
should have been disclosed to the Defense in a timely manner.  These issues are explained in depth later 
in the document.     
 
I know good people make mistakes, are sometimes immature and use bad judgement.  I do it all the time.  
I am not addressing simple issues here.  However, some simple issues are included to indicate a wide 
spread pattern, openly condoned prohibited/unprofessional conduct and an inappropriate carnival 
atmosphere.  Additionally, the refusal to correct these simple issues and conduct discrepancies, 
harassment, and ultimately cover-ups and retaliation are indicated and explained throughout this 
document.               
 
Since shortly after becoming part of the Gold Butte Investigative Team (May of 2014), I was subjected to 
a hostile work environment and harassment (not initially related to the Bundy Investigation), but I could 
cope with it.  To me (at first), it wasn’t a big deal and I had an important mission to accomplish.  Note:  
This was an unusual situation in which I was one of the most junior agents in the agency and the most 
junior agent of the investigative team, but I was asked to be the Case Agent and Lead Investigator for the 
DOI with the understanding that the senior agents “would work for me.”  
  
However, I almost immediately brought the conduct issues to the attention of my case supervisor (a BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge) and periodically, discreetly and respectfully talked to this BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge (ASAC) about this offensive conduct.  Specifically, I spoke with my 
supervisor initially in May 2014, the Fall of 2015, in March of 2016, and several times in the Fall of 
2016.  I will bring these offensive conduct issues to light in the following narrative to dispute an April 26, 
2017, comment by this BLM ASAC that I was “never really happy” in the BLM.  Note:  My supervisor 
was also often physically present during the instances of prohibited offensive conduct, participated in, or 
instigated those instances himself.  Additional Note:  Although the BLM ASAC was initially very 
apologetic, I believe he just got tired of me respectfully and discretely urging him to discontinue the 
conduct himself and correct others (his friends) that were also participating in the offensive conduct.   
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My supervisor would seem understanding and once told me he understood what I meant and that he didn’t 
like the conduct either, but almost every time he was part of the crowd, he not only failed to discourage or 
correct the conduct, but he participated in and often instigated the conduct. 
 
This behavior created a work and leisure environment that was not only offensive to me, but more 
importantly greatly discredited our agency and would have been shocking to the public.  I felt this 
conduct had the potential to taint witnesses and subvert not only our case, but also our mission and 
public/cooperator perception.  In some cases, this conduct tended to dehumanize subjects of the 
investigation (to the point that Use of Force inquiries could be effected/questioned), embarrass and make 
co-workers uncomfortable and disrupt the workplace.  I found this pervasive environment difficult to 
work in or be around, as well as potentially greatly embarrassing for co-workers, discrediting for 
cooperators, and potentially damaging to the integrity of the priority investigation for the entire DOI, as 
well as potentially damaging to the reputation to our agency.  Note:  These suspected occurrences are 
potentially unlawful, unethical, against policy and the code of conduct, as well as outside of workplace 
professional norms. 
As a result, I stopped hanging around, eating with, or working close to the offenders (who were BLM 
OLES supervisory officials).  As a result, I worked and ate alone almost 100% of the time while in this 
group environment.  Thus, I didn’t generally have access to the rental vehicle since it was being used by 
the others. 
   
Additionally, eventually my supervisor (as my default co-case agent) pulled back and virtually quit 
working and even refused and/or neglected to facilitate another quality co-case agent to provide much 
needed case assistance.  Note:  I held some of these offenders in high regard, but they simply lacked 
discipline, good judgement or a “filter” and my supervisor apparently lacked the character or was afraid 
to correct this type of conduct, even when I urged him to.  
 
Note:  I was designated as the Case Agent and Lead Investigator for the highest priority case ever within 
the BLM and even the DOI.  I was put as a lead over those higher in General Schedule (GS) level and/or 
step with more experience in the agency.  Additionally, I was specifically directed by a BLM Special 
Agent-in-Charge (SAC) appointed to oversee the Gold Butte Investigation Team (GBIT) to conduct a 
professional, comprehensive, unbiased, and independent investigation.  The BLM SAC told me that I 
shouldn’t share sensitive case related information with non-Gold Butte Investigative Team members and 
that everyone will be interested, but they understand this is a sensitive issue and that no one will ask me 
what I learn through the course of the investigation.  
 
Since I wasn’t a supervisor and since I was one of the most junior criminal investigators in our agency, I 
tried to positively influence those above me by my example and discrete one on one mentoring and 
urging.  I simply wanted the offensive and case/agency destructive conduct to stop, to correct the record 
where appropriate, and inform those who we had a duty to inform of the potential wrong-doing.  I 
attempted to positively influence my management in the most respectful and least visible way possible.  
In order to accomplish this, I adopted a praise in public and counsel in private approach.  When that failed 
to work for the long term, I had to become more “matter of fact” (but always respectful), when that failed 
to work I resorted to documenting the instances and discussions.  Later, I resorted to official government 
email to make a permanent record of the issues.  When this failed to deter the offensive conduct or 
instigate appropriate action by my supervision, I had to notify others and identify witnesses.  I respected 
and stayed within my chain of command until I was expressly forbidden from contacting the U.S. 
Attorney’s Office and my requests to speak with the BLM OLES Director went unanswered. 
 
Simply put, as a law enforcement officer, I can’t allow injustices and cover-ups to go unreported or half-
truths and skewed narratives go unopposed.  I have learned that when conduct of this sort isn’t corrected, 
then by default it is condoned and it becomes unofficial policy.  When I determined there were severe 
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issues that hurt more than just me and I determined that my supervision apparently lacked the character to 
correct the situation, I knew that duty fell to me.  I still felt I could accomplish this duty without 
embarrassing my supervision, bringing shame on our agency, or creating a fatal flaw in our investigation. 
 
Initially, I felt I could simply mentor and properly influence my supervision to do the right thing.  Time 
and time again, I urged my supervision to correct actions and counsel individuals who participate in 
conduct damaging to our agency and possibly destructive to the integrity of our case or future 
investigations.  I attempted to urge my supervision to report certain information to senior BLM 
management and the U.S. Attorney’s Office.  Note:  Evidence of some of this offensive conduct is 
potentially available through Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests and subject to a Litigation 
Hold, may be considered Exculpatory Material in trial discovery process, and may be subject to federal 
records protections.  Additionally, in many instances, I can provide evidence, identify the location of 
evidence and identify witnesses. 
 
Ultimately, in addition to discovering crimes likely committed by those targeted in the investigation, I 
found that likely a BLM Special Agent-in-Charge recklessly and against advisement from the U.S. 
Attorney’s Office and apparent direction from the BLM Deputy Director set in motion a chain of events 
that nearly resulted in an American tragedy and mass loss of life.  Additionally, I determined that reckless 
and unprofessional conduct within BLM Law Enforcement supervisory staff was apparently widespread, 
widely known and even likely “covered up.”  I also found that in virtually every case, BLM senior law 
enforcement management knew of the suspected issues with this BLM SAC, but were either too afraid of 
retaliation, or lacked the character to report and/or correct the suspected issues.    
 
Note:  This entire document was constructed without the aid of my original notes due to their seizure by a 
BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge outside of my presence and without my knowledge or permission.  
Additionally, I was aggressively questioned regarding the belief that I may have audio recorded BLM 
OLES management regarding their answers concerning this and other issues.  All dates, times, and 
quotes are approximate and made to the best of my ability and memory.  I’m sure there are more 
noteworthy items that I can’t recall at the time I constructed this document.  Note:  The other likely report 
worthy items were seized from me on February 18, 2017, and are believed to be in the possession of a 
BLM ASAC.  I recommend these items be safeguarded and reviewed.       
 
As the case agent/lead investigator for the DOI in the Cliven Bundy investigation out of the District of 
Nevada, I became aware of a great number of instances when senior BLM OLES leadership were likely 
involved in Gross Mismanagement and Abuse of Authority (which may have posed a substantial and 
specific threat to employee and public safety as well as wrongfully denied the public Constitutionally 
protected rights).  The BLM OLES leadership and others may have also violated Merit System 
Principles (Fair/Equitable Treatment, High Standards of Conduct, Failing to Manage Employee 
Performance by Failing to Address Poor Performance and Unprofessional Conduct, Potential Unjust 
Political Influence, and Whistleblower Retaliation), Prohibited Personnel Practices (Retaliation Against 
Whistleblowers, Retaliation Against Employees that Exercise Their Rights, Violation of Rules that 
Support the Merit System Principles, Enforcement of Policies (unwritten) that Don’t Allow 
Whistleblowing), Ethics Rules (Putting Forth an Honest Effort in the Performance of Duties, the 
Obligation to Disclose Waste, Fraud, Abuse, and Corruption, Endeavoring to Avoid Any Action that 
Creates the Appearance that there is a Violation of the Law, and Standards of Ethical Conduct for 
Employees), BLM OLES Code of Conduct (Faithfully Striving to Abide by all Laws, Rules, 
Regulations, and Customs Governing the Performance of Duties, Potentially Violating Laws and 
Regulations in a Unique Position of High Pubic Trust and Integrity of Profession and Confidence of the 
Public, Peers, Supervisors, and Society in General, Knowingly Committing Acts in the Conduct of 
Official Business and/or in Personal Life that Subjects the Department of Interior to Public Censure 
and/or Adverse Criticism, Conducting all Investigations and Law Enforcement Functions Impartially and 
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Thoroughly and Reporting the Results Thereof Fully, Objectively, and Accurately, and Potentially Using 
Greater Force than Necessary in Accomplishing the Mission of the Department), BLM Values (To serve 
with honesty, integrity, accountability, respect, courage and commitment to make a difference), BLM 
Guiding Principles (to respect, value, and support our employees.  To pursue excellence in business 
practices, improve accountability to our stake holders and deliver better service to our customers), BLM 
OLES General Order 38 (Internal Affairs Investigations), Departmental and Agency Policies (BLM 
Director Neil Kornze Policy on Equal Opportunity and the Prevention of Harassment dated January 19, 
2016, DOI Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Promoting an Ethical Culture dated June 15, 2016, DOI 
Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Equal Opportunity in the Workplace dated September 14, 2016, DOI 
Secretary Sally Jewell Policy on Equal Opportunity and Workplace Conduct (no date listed), DOI Deputy 
Secretary of Interior Michael Connor Policy on Workplace Conduct dated October 4, 2016, DOI 
Secretary Ryan Zinke Policy on Strengthening the Department’s Ethical Culture dated March 2, 2017, 
DOI Secretary Ryan Zinke Policy on Harassment dated April 12, 2017, Memorandum dated December 
12, 2013, from Acting DOI Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Capital and Diversity Mary F. Pletcher 
titled “The Whistleblower Protection Enhancement Act of 2012 and Non-Disclosure Policies, Forms, 
Agreements, and Acknowledgements, Email Guidance by Deputy Secretary of Interior David Bernhardt 
titled “Month One Message,” dated August 1, 2017, Email Guidance by Deputy Secretary of Interior 
David Bernhardt titled “Month Two Message,” dated September 22, 2017, BLM Acting Deputy Director 
of Operations John Ruhs guidance contained in an Email titled “Thank You for Making a Difference,” 
dated September 29, 2017, which referenced BLM Values and Guiding Principles, BLM/DOI Email and 
Computer Ethical Rules of Behavior, BLM “Zero Tolerance” Policy Regarding Inappropriate Use of the 
Internet, Privacy Act of 1974 (5 USC 522a), 18 USC 1663 Protection of Public Records and Documents, 
18 USC 4 Misprison of a Felony, 18 USC 1519 Destruction, Alteration, or Falsification of Records in 
Federal Investigations, 18 USC 241 Conspiracy Against Rights, 18 USC 242 Deprivation of Rights Under 
Color of Law, 43 USC 1733 (c) (1) Federal Land Policy Management Act, 43 USC 315 (a) Taylor 
Grazing Act, 5 USC 2302 Whistleblower Protections-Prohibited Personnel Practices/Whistleblower 
Protection/Enhancement Acts, 5 CFR 2635 Gifts Between Employees, 5 USC 7211 Employees Rights to 
Petition Congress, and Public Law 112-199 of November 27, 2012. 
 
Please also note the potential Constitutional issues regarding “religious tests,” search and seizure, and 
speech/assembly protections. 
 
Note:  There is no confusion that the exact types of misconduct that BLM OLES Senior/Supervisory 
Officers/Agents openly displayed, encouraged, instigated, tolerated and failed to correct/report was 
condoned, widespread and frequent.  Whether by law, policy, or direction and no matter that the rules of 
appropriate professional conduct were thoroughly explained and set forth in numerous admonishments 
training and guidance, these “professionals” and “examples” were considered untouchable and beyond 
correction.  If an employee politely, respectfully and discretely objected to the misconduct, tried to 
correct it, or reported it, there was a retaliatory effort to ignore, isolate and destroy that employee, until 
the employee either quit or transferred.  
 
Please further note the following Rules of Criminal Procedure/Evidence:  Memorandum of Department 
Prosecutors dated January 4, 2010, from David W. Ogden to the Deputy Attorney General, Rule 16, 18 
USC 3500-the Jencks Act, the Brady Rule, Giglio, U.S. Attorney’s Manuel 9-5.001 Policy Regarding 
Disclosure of Exculpatory and Impeachment Information, 9-5.100 Policy Regarding the Disclosure to 
Prosecutors of Potential Impeachment Information Concerning Law Enforcement Agency Witnesses, 
American Bar Association Standards 3-1.2 The Function of the Prosecutor, 3-2.8 Relations with the 
Courts and Bar, 3-3.1 Conflict of Interest, 3-3.11 Disclosure of Evidence by the Prosecutor, 3-5.6 
Presentation of Evidence, and 3-6.2 Information Relevant to Sentencing.  
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Position Descriptions: 
 
BLM Criminal Investigator/Special Agent Position Description (GS 11/12, LE140) indicates that the 
Special Agent conducts complex operations that must be pursued with integrity and efficiency, consults 
with AUSAs regarding the development of investigations, evidence and all aspects of preparation for trial 
and part states the following:  “Comprehensive and professional knowledge of the laws, rules, and 
regulations which govern the protection of public lands under jurisdiction of the Bureau of land 
Management, and their applicability on a national basis,”(under Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the 
Position), “Knowledge of the various methods, procedures, and techniques applicable to complex 
investigations and other law enforcement activities required in the protection of natural resources on 
public land.  The applicable methods, procedures, and techniques selected require a high degree of 
judgement that recognizes sensitivity to the violations, as alleged, discretion in the manner that evidence 
and facts are developed, and an awareness of all ramifications of a criminal investigation.  The incumbent 
must have the ability to establish the interrelationship of facts and evidence and to present findings in 
reports that are clear, concise, accurate, and timely submitted for appropriate review and action.” (under 
Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the Position), “Comprehensive knowledge of current and present court 
decisions, criminal rules of evidence, constitutional law, and court procedures to be followed in criminal 
matters, formal hearings and administrative matters in order to apply court and constitutional 
requirements during the conduct of an investigation and to effectively testify on behalf of the 
Government.” (under Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the Position), “great discretion must be taken to 
avoid entrapment of suspects and to protect the integrity of the investigation” (under Factor 4, 
Complexity), and “The incumbent must be able to safely utilize firearms….” (Factor 8, Physical 
Demands).   
 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge (GS-13) Certification of Position Approval for Retirement states that 
the primary purpose of the position is to provide assistance in the oversight of law enforcement planning, 
operations, investigation and program management efforts at the regional level and that the work requires 
extensive knowledge of specialized investigative and case management techniques as well as the 
procedures of laws evident and functions and jurisdictions of Federal, state and local agencies.  Note:  The 
Nature of the Position is labeled as “Critical-Sensitive” indicates the position has investigative duties 
that are of the nature as having the potential to cause exceptional or grave damage to national security 
such as counterintelligence investigations. 
  
Under the Major Duty of Program Management, the BLM ASAC notifies by written and oral 
communications the BLM SAC and other agency/department officials the status of fraud and other 
serious criminal activity, problems, waste and abuse disclosed by investigations, the status of major 
investigations and other matters.  The Major Duty under the Supervision portion of the position states that 
the BLM ASAC will hear and resolve complaints from employees and accept recommendations regarding 
the development and training needs of law enforcement personnel.  Major Duties under the Operations 
portion of the position states “the ASAC ensures these investigations are handled with the utmost 
professionalism and integrity.”  This duty also requires the BLM ASAC ensure effective interaction with 
the Department of Justice and the U.S. Attorney’s Office.  This duty requires the sensitive and discrete 
handling of cases and the development of evidence and indicates the BLM ASAC is responsible for 
maintaining liaison with Federal, State, and local law enforcement authorities.  In the Special 
Requirements portion, it is indicated that the BLM ASAC must safely utilize firearms.  Under the Factors 
portion of the position description the following is stated:  “Extensive professional knowledge, gained as 
a law enforcement officer and/or criminal investigator of investigative and case management techniques 
and procedures of the laws of evidence and the functions and jurisdictions of other Federal, state and local 
agencies,” “The incumbent must have the requisite skills, knowledge and ability to evaluate, administrate, 
and guide subordinate criminal investigators and to analyze extremely complex nationwide programs and 
their linkages and impact on Federal, state, and local governments,” “Managerial, organizational, and 
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leadership ability in the accomplishment of goals and objectives maintaining an awareness of the delicate 
nature of Federal, state, and intergovernmental relationships sufficient to guide a complex, geographically 
dispersed organization with subordinate supervisors, criminal investigators, and staff in such an 
environment,” “Through knowledge of the scope, application and interpretation of specific laws and 
regulations related to the investigative jurisdiction of the DOI and BLM,” “The incumbent operates with 
substantial technical independence, including selecting the means by which assigned responsibilities are 
accomplished, and latitude to apply mature judgement, original thought and willingness to make 
decisions,” “The incumbent is recognized as a managerial and technical expert in the field of criminal 
investigations,” and “The incumbent is responsible to the SAC for the professional reputation and image 
of the assigned investigative program…must expire to the highest level of professional conduct.” 
 
Special Agent-in-Charge (GS-14) Position Classification Amendment (DI-625) states the BLM SAC’s 
work will be reviewed and additional guidance will be provided for more complex assignments, in terms 
of discussions of policies, controversial or sensitive areas, for the interpretation of policies, guidelines, 
judgement used, and effectiveness.  The BLM SAC position description indicates: “The incumbent is 
responsible for the oversight of a regional law enforcement program that includes the investigative and 
the enforcement functions.  Responsibilities include managing, planning, developing, evaluating, 
implementing, and directing all matters pertaining to the Office of Law Enforcement and Security, which 
includes the Bureau’s programs of investigations, law enforcement, security, resource protection 
operations, drug enforcement, ranger activities, and unauthorized use.  Incumbent serves as the regional 
expert and principal advisor on (sic) for all law enforcement managed programs and activities.”  
 
The Major Duties section states the following:  “The incumbent is responsible for the oversight of a 
complex regional law enforcement program that includes the investigative and the enforcement 
functions,” “The incumbent provides counsel to the Director, Office of Law Enforcement and Security, 
and other senior BLM officials, which includes the State Directors, District, and/or Field Office Managers 
on matters perceived within the incumbent’s area of jurisdiction, as having an adverse impact on Agency 
or Departmental program integrity through criminal misconduct, mismanagement, waste, and abusive 
practices, and recommends specific program functions for detection audits.  Also, provides counsel and 
assistance to the Department of Interior’s Regional Solicitor in matters of non-criminal or 
administrative/civil nature.  The incumbent acts in an oversight role to line managers supervising law 
enforcement personnel” and “Notifies, by written and oral communication the Director, Office of Law 
Enforcement and Security and other agency/department officials the status of fraud and other serious 
criminal activity, problems, waste and abuse disclosed by investigations, the status of major 
investigations; and other matters of interest.”  This section also states that the BLM SAC “cooperates with 
appropriate Agency and Departmental elements and participates fully in the development of an Equal 
Employment Opportunity Affirmative Action Plan and efforts regarding staffing, motivation and 
training.”   
 
Under the Supervision Section it states that the BLM SAC “hears and resolves complaints from 
employees; and accepts recommendations regarding developmental and training needs of regional law 
enforcement personnel. 
 
The Operations Section states that the incumbent interacts on a continuing basis with officials from the 
U.S. Department of Justice, United States Attorneys, ….the Inspector General…Congressional Staff, 
State Attorney’s General, elected County Sheriffs and Chiefs of Police.”   This section also states “The 
incumbent manages the commitment of all manpower and resources for investigations of marked 
difficulty and responsibility, which are of international and national significance having high political 
sensitivity and public visibility” and “the SAC ensures these investigations are handled with the utmost 
professionalism and integrity..”   
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Under the Factors section, the position description states the following under Knowledge Required by the 
Position:  “Extensive professional knowledge, gained as a law enforcement officer and/or criminal 
investigator of investigative and case management techniques and procedures of the laws of evidence and 
the functions and jurisdictions of other Federal, state and local agencies” and “Expert knowledge of 
specialized investigative techniques and equipment, i.e., informant use and development, undercover and 
surveillance work and the ability to deal with emergency situations.”  This section also indicates the 
requirement for advanced managerial, organizational, and leadership ability as they relate to subordinate 
supervisors, criminal investigators and staff.  It is also required that the BLM SAC has a “thorough 
knowledge of the scope, application and interpretation of the specific laws and regulations related to the 
investigative jurisdiction of DOI and BLM including Title 18, United States Code.   
 
Under the Supervisor Controls Factor, it states: “the incumbent is directly responsible to the Director, 
Office of Law Enforcement and Security who provides administrative supervision and special 
assignments.  The incumbent operates with substantial technical independence, including selecting the 
means by which assigned responsibilities are accomplished, and latitude to apply mature judgement, 
original thought and willingness to make decisions.  The work is reviewed in terms of soundness of 
overall approach, effectiveness in producing results, and adherence to requirements.  The work is 
normally not reviewed for the methods used.” 
 
Under the Guidelines Factor, it states “Guidelines for the incumbent are broad policy directives of the 
BLM; Department of Interior, existing legislation, laws and statutes; and the general expressions and 
directives of the Congress, the President, and other agencies of the Federal Government insofar as they 
affect the function of the Bureau’s Law Enforcement Program.” 
 
Under the Complexity Factor, it states: “The incumbent is recognized as a managerial and technical 
expert in the field of criminal investigations.” 
 
Under the Purpose of Contacts Factor, it states:  The incumbent is responsible to the Director, Office of 
Law Enforcement and Security for the professional reputation and image of the regional law enforcement 
program.  In this regard his/her personal contacts with the state leadership team, other federal agencies; 
private industry; State and local government; and importantly, the general public, must aspire to the 
highest level of professional conduct. 
 
BLM State Chief Ranger (GS-13) Position Description indicates that the BLM Law Enforcement State 
Chief Ranger is a uniformed law enforcement officer that is a technical expert and authority on all aspects 
of the uniformed law enforcement function on a Bureau wide basis and that this individual demonstrates 
mastery and skill in the application of laws and regulations.  The position description also indicates that 
the State Chief Ranger is a principle technical expert and authority on Ranger operations and that he/she 
develops, implements and monitors the unauthorized use prevention program.  This position description 
also indicates that the State Chief Ranger works with Rangers to ensure that operations are legal and 
within the authority and mission of the BLM and that he/she has expert knowledge of law enforcement 
and investigative functions.  This position description also indicates that an example of a BLM State 
Chief Ranger applying significant adaptation and interpretation is the regular interaction with various 
United States Attorney’s Offices and U.S. Courts to find “new and unique ways of preserving the BLM’s 
ability to enforce Class A Misdemeanor regulations under FLPMA.”  Under Factor 5, Scope and Effect, 
the BLM State Chief Ranger position description indicates that a “Faulty decision in application of the 
law may result in extreme embarrassment to the Agency, physical injury to the accused, or damage to 
his/her reputation, or civil action against the arresting officer and the agency.  This position description 
also indicates that the technical expertise of the position has significant influence on sensitive and highly 
visible across a range of program activities affecting performance and including employee training, 
moral, and public safety.  This position description further indicates that the BLM law enforcement 
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program is “highly visible, potentially controversial and can significantly impact the BLM’s public 
image” and that the effectiveness of the BLM State Chief Ranger’s performance “promotes or restrains 
law enforcement operations bureau wide.”           
 
Case Details:  2-year/10-month case, approximately 570 DOI Exhibits/Follow-on Turn-in Items, 
approximately 508 DOI Identified Individuals-19 Defendants   
 
Employee Experience:  14 Years as a Federal and State Law Enforcement Officer, Tactical Team 
Member, State Field Training Officer, Federal and State Law Enforcement Instructor, 10 Years as a 
United States Marine Infantry Officer/Enlisted Infantryman (7 Active-Captain, 3+Reserve Sergeant), 
Personally managed in excess of 330 individuals and intimately led over 50 individuals, organized and 
managed law enforcement investigative and raid operations for more than 100 participants.  Conducted 
official sworn statements and testimony several hundred times. 
   
Relevant Employee Awards: Directors Award at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 
(FLETC), DEA Surveillance Leader Award, $5,000.00 and $500.00 DEA Performance Cash Awards, 
Department of Justice (DOJ)/DEA Special Service Award for the designated priority and organized crime 
investigation in the Division, FLETC “Most Wanted” Officer Award, 2015 $1,000.00 BLM Cash 
Performance Cash Award, 2015 BLM 16 Hour Time Off Performance Award, 2016 BLM Special Agent 
of the Year Nomination, 2016 DOI Honor Award for Superior Service, 2016 $5,000.00 BLM Cash 
Performance Award, 2016 Letter of Appreciation, 2016 Additional $1,000.00 BLM Cash Performance 
Award, Glock Pistol Award, and a Knife Gift, 2017 BLM Cash Performance Award.  Note:  Additionally, 
the former Acting United States Attorney for the District of Nevada also gave me a book titled SGT. 
RECKLESS AMERICA’s WAR HORSE by Robin Hutton.  
*I was told my supervision was again putting me in for “Agent of the Year” and as recently as 
2/13/2017 was told “I want you to know what a great job you are doing.” 
 
Employee Conduct:  professional, takes initiative, eager to work hard and accept additional 
responsibilities, does not jump the chain of command, respectful and polite with a “can do” attitude, and 
does not use disrespectful or unprofessional language.  Per my fiscal year (FY) evaluations on my 
Employee Performance Appraisal Plans, I have been rated as an Exceptional/Superior Employee.  
Additionally, I have never been the subject of a disciplinary measure, instead I was consistently the 
subject of praise and appreciation. 
 
 
Synopsis 
 

For the purpose of this document, I will give some background and describe both the specific 
reprisal/retaliation and some of the harassment based on my opposition to discrimination, 
violations of policy and law.  Due to the length of time this reprisal and retaliation went on and 
the numerous associated incidents, I will give a brief background and list only some of the 
instances on this document.   

In early May 2014, I was assigned to work over approximately 800 miles from my normal duty 
station in Central Oregon to participate in the priority investigation for the DOI/BLM in Las 
Vegas, NV.  Shortly thereafter, I was asked to be the Case Agent/Lead Investigator for this 
priority national impacting investigation.   

Since almost the beginning, often times in public, I noticed an exceptional amount of 
discrimination related vulgarity, profanity and unprofessional/childish actions and comments by 
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senior members of BLM Law Enforcement Management in what is best described as an 
intennittent 1idiculous carnival type atmosphere. 

Dming several instances, I respectfully and discretely objected to this w1professional and 
discriminatory lnisconduct to my direct supervisor, BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge 
d I told! that I didn't want to be overly sensitive, but I just 
~idn't w~ to be around this type of atmosphere. Although, I seemed to agree 
with me ln1 private, in public he apparently condoned tl1ese inappropnate actions, continued this 
type of uffj$@fessional conduct and often instigated the w1professional and discrinlinatory 
conduct himself. Instead of correcting the tnisconduct, I found myself as a periodic target of 
! bantering and unprofessional comments. In many cases, this same 
unprofess10nal discrinlinat01y, often vulgai· and "body shaming" type activity was also directed 
at cooperators and co-workers despite my previous objections toj _____ _ 

From then on, for several weeks, I would loudly and openly refer to me as 
"Dirty Larry" in front ofBLM Special Agent-111-Charge d....,.,.,..,...,..... BLM Office 
of Professional Responsibility (OPR) Senior Special Agent (SSA)! and at 
times others. Additionally, would make a point of openly asking me if I was 
going to go to a strip or gentleman's club "with benefits," meaning with prostitutes. Dwing 
this same timeframe,L would boastfully tell or jokingly threaten me to do this or 
that or he was going to lack my ass. l would also tell me to get my ass over here 
or there. Pretty soon, in my opinion lfos atmosphere became hostile, but was veiled as funny 
office banter and horseplay. 

These comments byj were so open, loud and obnoxious tllat I had an Aitforce 
Service Member mention them during an investigative team barbeque in the pool area of the 
Hampton Inn Las Vegas/No1th S~eedway, located at 2852 E. Craig Rd., North Las Vegas, NV 
89030. This individual even toldl .... _____ something like "I don't think so." 

Note: Although I and others were generally still obnoxious, I quit 
telling me he was goinl(lti},,ick my ass or ordering me to get my ass over ~ere or there until 
March 3, 2016. Later in March 2016, I specifically confronted! about these types 
of unprofessional and inappropriate actions and he indicated he was sorry and that it wouldn't 
happen again,Jrom that point on, j never told me he was going to kick my ass or 
ordered me to get my ass over here or fhf!W£)Therefore, Iforgm1e him. 

Since I didn't want to be a pait of tlle hostile and w1professional work environment with the 
crew in Las Vegas, NV, ai1d since! failed to coITect the atmosphere, or even 
modify his own behavior, I found myself isolated and I had to reso1t in most cases to not going 
out for om evening meal with the investigative team and others, but ratller simply drinking a 
protein shake in my hotel room at night. In most cases, I didn't have access to a government 
rental vehicle. 

Eventually, I had to withdraw and I found myself even more isolated due to the obnoxious 
and often discriminat01y, sexually vulgar, profai1e, religiously insensitive, "body shalning" and 
w1professional loud and open collllllents. On several occasions, I felt like I was 
acting in this unprofessional way on pmpose, despite my previous objections 111 order 
intimidate me and to show me that he didn't have to answer to me. This resulted in me not 
wanting or even feeling welcome to eat lunch witll..._....,,.._......,._..,. and otllers in the office. 
However, usually at first, and from time to time thereafter, when I was one on one witlll_ 
I he was nice and respectful. (7)(C) 
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Even though, on numerous occasions, I respectfully and discretely spoke tol and 
others and fmther tried to co1Tect these issues, ultimately, I was ignored and,..._no-iliii ...... -1g_w_a_s_ 
co1Tected long term and the misconduct didn't change for ve1y long. 

However, I wanted to make this situation work. Additionally, I didn't want anyone to get into 
t1·ouble, but I wanted to change the professional environment for the better. 

The situation became significantly more overt and obnoxious in the Summer of 2015, when I 
transfeITed from Central Oregon to Boise, Idaho. Now, I saw I almost eve1y day. 
Shortly after I moved, I noticed my government locker in the eqmpment cage was labeled with 
"Redbonel I felt that label and play on my name, much like "Dirty Larry" was an 
effo1t by to talk down to me, ignore my objections to the misconduct and 
infer that I was a "simpleton," ignorant, a hillbilly and not one of the boys. Note: Even as of 
April 2, 2018, my locker is still labeled with "Redbone! despite my objection. 

Many, many times praised my perfonnance and complimented me in public, 
but in private, especially among smaller crowds of other supervisors and his friends, often times 
I felt he talked down to me, was disrespectful and llllapologetically acted in discriminat01y 
mam1er that was in violation of nmnerous policies and professional workplace nonns. 

However, dm·ing other times, especially in a mixed gender public audience, ------seemed professional and polite. 

I did my best to putl ____ misconduct and the misconduct from others behind me 
and simply do m j~n tfos 1mpo1tant case m1til ultiinately, the misconduct was so ridiculous 
that I confronted_,,----~ frivately in late March 2016. When I respectfully and 
discretely, but ste y con outed..__,...... ___ he indicated that he was sony and that he 
wouldn't do those types of things again. 

Following this, I received many recognitions and awards. These included being nominated for 
DOI/BLM Special Agent of the Year and told byl that I was going to be 
nominated as Special Agent of the Year for a sec~ st1·a1glit year in a row. Additionally, I 
received the DOI Honor Award for Supe1ior Service (awarded by BLM Director Neil Kornze 
dming Police Week 2016), a $5,000.00 Perfonnance Award, a $1,000.00 Petfonnance Award, 
a Glock Pistol Award and other awards and recognitions. Note: Previous to this, while at the 
BLM, I had also received a $1,000.00 Pe,formance Award, a 16 Hour "Time-Off" 
Pe,formance Award, the "Most Wanted" Officer Award at the Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center, and other recognitions and honors. 

Although the work atmosphere improved for the sho1t tenn, !it didn't stay professional very 
long. 

On October 13, 2016, and later on October 14, 2016, during a telephone conference call with 
Assistant United States Attorney~ ...... -.--. I -.-..-- -,--- and Federal 
Bureau oflnvestigation (FBI) Special Agent q (who di3ii't speak, but was 
repo1ted to be a pa1ticipant), I e-levated my concerns and repolied significant derogatory, 
discriminatory and inflammatory investigative findings about the case's primary wim.ess, 
BLMI and possibly other key witnesses. These expecte-d and required 
disclosures mcluded allegations of discriminato1y misconduct about BLM 
such as I sending photographs of his own feces to his coworkers (ve1ified by BLM 

andBLML __ BLMj sendingphotographsofhis 
-gt.,..._r,,..,lfi....,·i-en-.d...,..'s_v_a_g..,,_in_a_,(rep01ted by l..__ __ as a Salt Lake City, UT Weather Lady and 

(F), 
(b) 
(7)(C) 
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verified by BLMj and BLMI BLMI having 
a "Kill Book" as a trophy m reference to getting several defendants m a crimmaicase[sJ to 
commit suicide (reported by BLMI ----=--.,,., and likely witnessed by BLMI 
I BLMI and BLMJ BLMl 
'E'o'as'ffii1 claims that others don't get as much pu$$y as nedoes (rep01ted b'-y-=B-L~Mj-
1 and other alleged instances of gross supervisory misconduct. ...._ __ _ 

This disclosure also referenced photo-shopped images circulated by potential tlial witnesses to 
include images of defendant Ryan Bundy holding a giant penis/dildo (verified by BLMI 

BLM Field! and others, witnesses also likely i~de 
BLM_-.,.-.----, BLM Field Staff) and others). DurJ· these 
necessa1y disclosures,.,___,..--.-- in my opnuon deceptively acted ignorant and co sed 
although I had repo1ted eacli an eve1y incident to him and complained to him about th 
misconduct and discriminatory actions. 

To apparently make li ht of the misconduct, I openly called (within hea1ing of 
I ..._.._..,.,,,,...,.,,_-,,--__,,,_ aiicfFBil ___ I <a 
mamed lady and mother a "little hussy." ~--=--,.-- seemed to give many md1cat10ns 
that along with a BLM SAC and other BLM Law Enforcement Supervisors, he thought the 
discriminat01y based antics were funny and/or not a big deal even though many of them were 
captured on govenunent elecu·onic devices and now subject to Federal Records Protections, a 
litigation hold, uial discove1y as exculpato1y and impeachment mate1ial and to Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA) requests. Additionally, many of the m1professional and discriminat01y 
verbal comments and actions were proudly and openly made, often times in front of likely t1ial 
witnesses and investigative team members. 

After this expected and required disclosure to members on the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte 
Prosecution and Investigative Team, I even felt that! pmposely made a point to 
make the work environment even more unprofessional and show me that he isn't required to 
adjust his disc1iminato1y actions and to show me that I work for him, not the other way arom1d. 

One such incident was on or about November 9, 2016, Dming this incident. I had a 
conversation with I in the presence o I 

m the parking lot of the BLM 
Idaho State office at approximately 10: 15 a.m., in reference to the supp01t provided by other 
agencies to include tl1e Federal Protective Service (FPS). Dming this conversation,L 
I made it a point to openly and loudly call the FPS supe1visor a Pussy becau5fi'~ FPS 
Supe1visor wasn't aggi·essive enough with protestors that were recently at the BLM Idaho State 
Office. 

Also, during a ve1y hectic time period when attention to detail and case organization was key, I 
noticed from time to time what appeared to be files moved around my desk and work area. 
This led to time being wasted in an attempt to complete assignments in this long-tenn and 
complex investigation. On one occasion and in the presence of BLMI 

I 
_,.,..-___,,._~ chuckled and said that he likes to rearrange t~ on 

people's desks and to "mess" with me . .__ _ __,_ __ specifically said that he would 
frequently move things on a U.S. Attorney's Desk to mess with him as well. 

seemed to withdraw from diligently working and for a long pe1iod of time 
ignored my requests for investigative assistance in what I believe was at least in part an effort 
to overload me and reprisal/retaliation for me reporting and objecting to the misconduct, 
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discriminatory actions and ridiculous carnival work envirnmnent. I long 
tem1 conduct didn't change and neither did the rampant accepted misco'nauct of other members 
of management within BLM's Office of Law Enforcement and Security (OLES) or the related 
m1ethical protection and associated "cover-ups." 

Finally, in November 2016, I confronted! again and I told him that I didn't want 
to be a pait of his chain of command or associated with the m1professional and hostile work 
atmosphere any longed I , but at the same....,.,ti-m-e'"'I,_a'<'i,...dn_,..,' t_w_an__,,t_,t_o_p_u"'"t ""'ili_e_10,__v-es_,t ... ig-a""'tt,_o_n_o_r_a_g_ei-1c_y_10_a_ . ..,0_10_,d .... ---
Therefore, I was willing to stay on for several more months to ensure a smooth transition. 

Following this, on November 16, 2016, at approximately 1: 18 p.m., in what I believe was 
another effort to intimidate me,,.._-n-,_-.--.-. sent me an email titled "A few imp01tant 
points from our recent conversat1011," m wlitcl:i._ _____ stated the following: 

"We recently had a conversation on November 14, 2016, that covered many topics during a two 
hour period. I don't intend to summarize all the conversation, but some topics were: 

We discussed your willingness to complete future job duties related to your role as the case 
agent on the Gold Butte investigation. You stated that you agreed to continue working in your 
role as case agent and the BLM's lead investigator on this case for as long as you are employed 
in your cmTent position. 

I q_ . stated that you don't have the flexibility as an employee to select which job 
duttes you will and will not perform, and you agreed to perform all duties assigned by me 
~ .... _____ including Gold Butte case agent duties for as long as you work for me. 

You also indicated it is your desire to apply for other jobs within the federal government and 
that you may proceed with these external job pursuits after a medical procedure that you might 
schedule in Spiing of 2017. 

You expressed your desire to identify another special agent to start learning the Gold Butte case 
to assist with current trial preparation and to help work this case into the futme. I inf01med you 
that I had already initiated that process. 

Again, this is not intended to summarize everything we talked about. It only captures notes on 
a few of the impoitant points as a record for both of us. 

Thanks, and I appreciate your work." 

Following this,~ came into my office and told me that he is going to "protect 
himself" in wha I also believe was another effort to intimidate me. 

Note: Please fill free to review my email response titled "Re: A few important points from our 
recent conversation, " dated November 16, 2016. Additionally, I can go into much more detail 
regarding this event. 

From then on, the work environment became toxic and even more hostile and harassing. 
I withdrew even more from working and began apparently taking even longer 
lunches, breaks, etc., which increased the work overload. 

Note: This was an unusual situation in which I was my supervisor and my 
superior, but he worked as my subordinate assisiaiitaiw Co-Case Agent. The problem was that 
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it is challenging to con-ect, influence and direct your own supervisor, even if they pretend to be 
your assistant. 

After the case concerns weren't addressed and my objections to the misconduct were ignored 
and after! failed to conect the work environment, on or about Febmary 3, 2017, 
I met wiiliBiJvil and his supe1visor, BLM SACI 

I . 

m the ---~---=~~=-c- ___ ,_,_~--~=-~~---=--~-~~~=~ 
Law Enforcement Office of the BLM Id 10 State Office, located at 1387 S. Vmnell Way, 
Boise, ID 83709. Dming this meeting we spoke about previously identified trial and Bureau 
related concerns as well as addressed the vulgar and unprofessional work environment, 
specifically the use of government electronic communications to send discriminatory, vulgar, 
damaging and inapprop1iate content. 

In what I believe was another effort to intimidate me, BLMj said that it appeared I 
was mnning "some sort of internal investigation" and that I need to "stay in my swim lane." 
I also said that my choices were to either "continue on or to fmd another job." To 
that I repffed that my other choices were to initiate an Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
h1vestigation or to contact Congress, but I didn't want to do that. BLMl...,... ___ then 
aggressively asked if that was a threat. I told him it wasn't and that I di~n't want to do that. At 
the conclusion of the meeting I asked I to inform BLM Office of Law Enforcement 
and Secmity ~-------- of the issues and I recommended additional 
training about appropnate federal worlcplace 6ehavior, especially as it pe11ained to officiail 
govemment or potentially exculpatory and impeaching electronic communications. 

As I was prepa1ing to leave, in reference to I disclosing that BLM I L sent photographs of his own feces to employees anatnatl _ __,,,._,.. tried to.._c_01_T_e_ct_,1,...t, 
but no one would listen to him, indicated! was disloyal by saying that 
I quit and abandoned the BLM during a rough time in our hist01y. 

On Febmary 18, 2017, my privacy was violated and my secured singular occupied office and 
the secured safe in my office was searched by BLM --.---.----,--- and numerous files to 
include specific documentation of the discriminatory actions and misconduct were wholesale 
seized from my office. Following this wholesale seizure outside of my presence and without 
my pennission,1 didn't provide any property receipt documentation (DI-
105/Fonn 9260) or other chain of custody documentation as required and expected. I believe it 
was ____ __,._ plan to destroy any documentation or evidence of misconduct or 
discnmmatory actions. 

Note: Previously, I personally witnessed.___~~- shred reports from BLM OPR SSA 
I When I pulled out--.--.---,,-. original signed reports, he 
threw them in the shred bin and said something like, ere 's w wt It ink about him b 
I and his work. Additionally,~ ordered me to delete another Jllj,alized 
~ OPR SSA ________ 'from a database that _____ viewed (b) harmful. 

(7) 

Additional Note: In October 2017, SA Cl reported to me in the presencJ<tJf1 
[ that'-----.---~- otdered his subordinates to erase federal recor~n 
effort to impede rival civilians in the office from conducting their duties in relation to the 
Burning Man Special Event in Nevada. 
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Also, merely for reference and as an example of past relevant conduct, please note the 
following: 

On or about January 30, 2017, a Public Release version of an Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
Investigation titled "Investigative Report of Ethical Violations and Misconduct by Bmeau of 
Land Management Officials was posted. Note: This investigation indicated that a ELM SAC 
violated ethics rules in reference to the Nevada Burning Man Event in 2015 and a hiring 
process for a friend. The investigation also noted that it was reported that the ELM SAC stated 
that "he owned" the ELM OLES Director and as a result no action could be taken against him. 
The investigation further stated that it was reported the ELM SAC said that "You know, if you 
don't side with me, grenades are going to go off and you. 'll get hit" and the ELM SAC bragged 
about ruining the reputation of a subordinate and indicated to another subordinate that the 
ELM SAC would ruin the career of that subordinate if she did anything against him. 

On or about July 26,2017, U.S. Depa1tment of Inte1ior, Office of Inspector General case 
number OI-Pl-17-0088-1 came out regarding the mishandling of evidence in a criminal case by 
a senior BLM law enforcement manager and the failme to rep01t or question the lnishandling. 
The rep01t in pa1t stated the following: "At least five BLM employees were aware of the 
lnishandling of evidence but did not rep01t or question the lnisconduct, which demonstrated an 
alanning lack of integrity and accountability." 

On or about August 24, 2017, an investigation by the Depa1tment of Interior's Office of 
Inspector General titled "Investigative Report of Misconduct by a Senior BLM Law 
Enforcement Manager" was posted to the web. Note: This investigation referenced the 
unauthorized removal of evidence in a criminal case from an evidence storage facility, without 
authorization keeping and giving the evidence away, a process for searching and scrubbing 
emails for messages that could be hannful for a ELM SAC or that were vie.,ved as demeaning 
or derogatory, deletion of documents from a Google drive the day before a Congressional 
request, the "loss" of two government issued MacBook computers by a ELM SAC and previous 
statements by that ELM SAC that indicated that the computers would "disappear" or be 
reported as broken if things ever got bad or if anyone comes after the ELM SAC or his job. 

L.---~~ also directed me to tum over all my personal case related notes, which included 
aocumentatton of the ridiculously inappropriate, tmprofessional and discriminatory work 
environment. 

This violation of my privacy and wholesale seizme of files and documents wasn't done because 
simply needed to reference these files and it wasn't done because I was 

transfening to another duty station, or because I was the subject of an investigation. I believe it 
was no doubt done to conceal the rampant BLM Supervisory Law Enforcement Misconduct 
and case issues. 

Additionally, I was aggressively questioned by.__ _____ about who I rep01ted the 
lnisconduct to, and I was directed to s~ecifically not contact t 1e U.S. Attorney's Office 
Prosecution Team. Later, when I told I ... _.,..,.,...--.----,.- that I wanted to speak with the BLM 
OLES Director,! said that 1t is clear tliat no one wants to speak with me and that 
no one is going to apologize to me. To me, these statements byL _ were clearly 
meant to intimidate me and coerce me into not complaining any ffiitlier or rep01ting the 
lnisconduct and discriminato1y .actions outside of my immediate chain of command. 

It was clear to me thatj didn't know what all he had seized. After this, I noticed 
some of my personal recoras that I lcept at tlle office were lnissing. When I told l------
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that when he wholesale seized the items in my office that he likely also took some of my 
personal papers (such as medical records, financial records, military records and account 
information), I dismissed my concerns and only said "no one is interested in 
your medical records." 

Approximate Impound Timeline 

On or about March 26, 2014, the United States Attorney's Office (USAO) sent a BLM SAC and others an 
email that stated in pa1t: 

"please keep in mind that the USAO's perspective is that the ultimate goal is a safe and successful 
impoundment with no anests or citations arising out of the operation. To that end, the USAO is relying 
on the BLM to minimize adverse contacts. with the public, including Boody and his family, third party 
protesters, and any others who happen to be out there in violation of the closure order. To achieve this 
result, we (the USAO) want BLM officers to understand that they should not issue citations or make 
atTests as a first recomse. Unless there is ar1 actual se1ious assault on an officer beyond just physical 
contact we do not want officers citing or anesting anyone in connection with the impom1dment. Absent 
selious deliberate physical assault or a directed, specific threat with a weapon, we ar·e expecting BL~ 
officers to work ar·ound the various difficult situations that may arise whether that mear1s finding alternate 
routes to avoid protestors, standing down for the rest of the day, stepping back from physical contact etc., 
where possible. Consistent with the USAO's cunent policy, any anests must be approved by an AUSA 
prior to the anest. Additionally, officers should also seek approval prior to issuance of a citation and 
exercise great restraint in seeking authority to cite." 

Reference an email titled "Impom1dment - USAO policy re: atTests and citations," dated Mar·ch 26, 2014, 
at approximately 6:45 p.m., from.,...,,.,,-______ to a BLM SAC and others and "cc'd" to the 
Nevada U.S. Attorney and other AUSAs. 

Additionally, the following was also stated: 

"\Ve are confident that you (a BLM SAC) will guide the BLM law enforcement officers to utilize their 
training to diffuse situations and not resort to criminal processes except sparingly and as a last reso1t with 
om approval, and with this direction, we will collectively do om best to contribute to a safe and smooth 
operation." 

Reference an email titled "Impom1dment - USAO policy re: atTests and citations," dated March 26, 2014, 
at approximately 6:45 p.m., from~,,,,..,.------ to a BLM SAC and others and "cc'd" to the 
Nevada U.S. Attorney and other AUSAs. 

Also Reference an email titled "Re: Impoundment - USAO policy re: anests and citations,' dated March 
26, 2014, at approximately 7:07 p.m., from a BLM SAC to the BLM OLES Director and "cc'd" to the 
BLM Nevada State Director. In reference to the above described email, this email from the BLM SAC to 
the BLM OLES Director stated the following: "I assume you will be speaking to Bogden (the Nevada 
U.S. Attorney) about the problem this presents for us. By not taking strong arid affmnative action we will 
just embolden those who are opposed to om actions and things will likely escalate." 

Sometime in this timeframe, a Nevada Brand Inspector had a telephone conference call with higher level 
BLM Law Enforcement Supervis01y Staff. Dilling tlnis conference call, the Brand Inspector 
recommended a "soft impound" with an associated civil property lien on Cliven Bundy's trespass cattle. 
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A BLM supetvisor (which I believe was a BLM SAC) stated "That's not the kind of message we want to 
send." 

Reference interviews of Nevada Brand hispectors in September 2015. 

On or about March 27, 2014, in response to the above AUSA's email, a BLM SAC informed the BLM 
OLES Director "an mmecessary show of force or anogant autholity would never be my first play" and 
"BLM's Agents and Rangers are profficently (sic) trained in law enforcement, and the officers assigned to 
this operation have been handpicked. I am well are aware of powers of anest and citation delegated to 
me, and I'm also aware of the potential consequences ifI abuse my authority. Although a passive 
approach may have the desired effect. it may also be considered a sign of weakness or ordered consu-aint 
which may embolden one or more members of those we are confronting." 

Reference an email titled "Fwd:" with attached email conespondence, dated March 27, 2014, at 
approximately 9:43 a.m., from a BLM SAC to the BLM OLES Director and the BLM Nevada State 
Director also "cc'd" to the BLM Southern Nevada Distiict Chief Ranger, the BLM Utah ASAC, the BLM 
Nevada ASAC, the BLM Southern Nevada Associate District Ranger, a National Park Service Chief 
Ranger and a BLM Field Staff Ranger. 

On or about March 28, 2014, equipment was put in place in the Toquop Wash area near Mesquite, NV, in 
order to carry out the 2013 Federal Comt Ordered Cliven Blllldy Trespass Cattle Impound. (Timeline 
Talking Point) 

At some point dming this timeframe, a BLM SAC told an audience something like "we're oin to go out 
there and kick Cliven Bm1dy in the teeth (or mouth and take his cows." (Wimess's include BLM 
,...._ ____ BLMl._ ______ and USFS LEO,______ {F), 

{b) 

On or about March 29, 2014, a BLM SAC stated the large expansive closme (approximately 600,@ 
acres) "plays into my (a BLM SAC) bluff'. Note: The email review clearly indicated that the BLtiJ 
Deputy Director, through the ELM Nevada State Di,~ector clearly directed a much smaller "roving" 
closure in order to not shut down public access to such a vast amount of Federal Public Lands. 

Reference an email titled "Re: cattle trespass map," dated March 29, 2014, at approximately 7:38 p.m., 
from a BLM SAC to tl1e BLM Nevada State Director. Please also reference the entire email chain, 
including the email from the BLM Deputy Director and the BLM Southern Nevada District Manager. 

At some point dming this timeframe, a BLM SAC stated to a BLM ASAC (volllllta1ily downgraded to a 
BLM SA) sometlling like "go out there and get the troops fired up to get Blllldy's cows and not to take 
any crap from anyone." (Witness Available) 

On or about April 6, 2014, Dave Bm1dy was anested as he stood on the shoulder of a state llighway and 
apparently attempted to film/record impound operations with his iPad. Additionally, his iPad was seized 
by law enforcement. (See openly available video/audio footage titled "The Bundy Trial 2017 Leaked Fed 
Body Cam Evidence," or a video posted on You Tube titled "Leaked Body Cams from the Bm1dy 
Ranch!" published by Gavin Seim. Note: At 2:03 into the video it appears the U.S. Attorney's Office 
again issued instructions that were relayed to officers on the ground as "US. Attorney's Office just put 
out no arrest authoritv." "Thev (The U.S. Attorney's Office) don't want us to hook'em. "and "They said 
cite 'em. ") Additional Note: At a point soon after the arrest and Dave Bundy's release from custody, 
BLM law enforcement returned Dave Bundy's personal items with the exception of his iPad. Additional 
Note: It was indicated that Dave Bundy needed that iPad to manage his business. Fmther Note: 
Following this arrest, Dave Bundy was released.from custody with on~y citations and then those citations 
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were dismissed. Also Note: A BLM ASAC told me that he was concerned because some of the officers 
alleged(y said some rude comments that may have been picked-up and recorded on Dave Bundy's iP AD. 
Although the BLM ASAC told me who reported this likelihood to him, I can't remember for sure. 
However, I believe it was the BLM ASAC's longtime.friend, co-worker and godfather to his daughter. At 
the time I didn't personal~y know this SA, so I can't be 100% sure. The BLM ASAC specifical~y indicated 
to me and later indicated to the former Acting US. Attorney and an Assistant United States Attomey that 
the comments consisted of the officers bragging about roughing Dave Bundy up, slamming him to the 
ground, grinding his face again.st the pavement, and Dave Bundy having gravel stuck to his face. (At 
some point later, I saw videos where the Bundy family basically described the same thing in reference to 
Dave Bundy's a1Test. Additionally, at this point it was a given that there was going to be an independent 
internal use of force investigation initiated.) Further Note: On or about Janumy 24, 2017, while at the 
US. Attorney's Office in the lead prosecutors work space, the lead prosecutor told me that had it not 
been for the armed stand-off and assault on Federal Officers on April 12, 2014, the only person that 
would have been charged in this case would have been Ammon Bundy for his actions on April 9, 2014. 
Note: This issue should be discussed about in length in relation to use of force and exculpatory material 
like~y contained on the iPAD. Additionally, my investigation indicated that a BLM SAC like~y instructed 
a US. Park Police Sergeant to arrest Dave Bundy despite the US. Attorney's direction on multiple times 
not to arrest. I recommend pulling telephone records between the US. Park Police Sergeant and the 
BLM SAC. I had previously asked the US. Park Police Sergeant if the BLM SAC instructed him to make 
the arrest of Dave Bundy and the Park Police Sergeant told me that he couldn't remember for sure, but 
he is sure that he would have got the BLM SA C's authorization prior to making the an-est. Fmther Note: 
In a Gold Butte Investigative/Prosecution Team meeting in the Winter of 2016, the lead prosecutor stated 
that he had no intention of giving the iPad back to Dave Bundy, even though, the contents of the iPad 
weren't going to be used as evidence subsequent to search authorized by a search I Continuing 
Note: "When I generally spoke with officers about specifically why Dave Bundy was arrested, a general 
comment I heard was simply that he needed to go to jail. This concerned me because although I didn 't do 
the Use of Force Investigation, it seemed that in general there wasn't a good articulation for the need to 
arrest Dave Bundy and the associated use ofphysicalforce to conduct that an·est. (Witnesses Available) 

On or about April 9, 2014, Ammon Bundy ran his all!-terrain vehicle (ATV) in front of/or rammed a BLM 
convoy vehicle, thereby causing it to stop. Following these dismptive and almost 1ioting type actions by 
Almnon Bundy and others, Almnon Bundy was tased and possibly bit by a BLM law enforcement canine, 
and Margaret Bundy Houston was thrown to the ground by a BLM Supe1vis01y Ranger. (See openly 
available/You Tube video/audio footage of Ammon Bundy being tased and Margaret Bundy Houston 
being thrown to the ground titled "Leaked Body Cams from Bundy Ranch!" published by Gavin Seim (at 
the 4:40 minute mark) and a video titled '"Margaret Houston thrown to the ground at Bundy Ranch" at the 
00:07 second mark.) Note: This issue should be discussed further. A BLM SA C's narrative was that the 
BLM Supervisory Officer threw Margaret Bundy Houston to the ground to save her life.from being run 
over by the government convoy vehicles (l.ook at the foot placement and the officer having a laser in his 
hand). Additionally, the prosecution team employed a Use of Force Specialist that indicated potential 
excessive use of force. Additional Note: On or about February 24, 2017, I spoke with the Chief of the 
BLM OLES Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) and he told me that there were many issues in 
violation of policy referencing virtually everything that the BLM SAC was involved with, including use of 
force investigations and police canine deployments, but the BLM OLES Director for some reason allowed 
the BLM SAC to get away with it. The BLM OLES OPR Chief went on to say that time after time, this 
BLM SAC caused him many issues and that he was shut out of any investigations that this BLM SAC had 
anything to do with. Fmther Note: "While going over the internal investigation review (Henthorn, Giglio) 
of potential trial witnesses, I didn't notice any of the instances which were very troubling and that had 
been described to me included as internal investigations. Additionally I did notice that multiple internal 
investigations of this BLM SAC appeared to be referred to the BLM OLES Director, who then ruled the 
allegations as unfounded. Also Note: Please also note in the following timeline about the allegations 
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this BLM SAC bragged about the number of internal investigations he had opened on him, the instances 
of alleged retaliation, and the BLM SAC allegedly stating that he “owns” the BLM OLES Director and a 
BLM ASAC statements that this BLM SAC is “the Director’s boy.”       
 
On or about April 12, 2014, following the direction of Cliven Bundy, many armed and unarmed 
protestors and Bundy followers converged at the Toquop Wash area just off Interstate 15 (I-15) in 
Southern Nevada and unlawfully shut down the interstate and unlawfully pointed and brandished 
weapons at Federal Law Enforcement Officers (LEOs).  These actions led to the release of the Federal 
Court Ordered Impound Cattle.  (See openly available video/audio footage of the events of April 12, 
2014, and photographs of a BLM SAC.  Additionally, please see openly available photographs of the 
BLM SAC as a representative of the Federal Government in negotiations with his black hat turned around 
backwards, his Oakley sunglasses, “operator beard,” black short sleeve t-shirt, and camouflage plate 
carrier vest with “Police” markings.) 
 
On or about April 14, 2014, until approximately April 20, 2014, I conducted a personal protective detail 
for a BLM Supervisory Ranger.  Note:  This supervisory Ranger received several rude and threatening 
contacts following the April 9, 2014, incident in which Margaret Bundy Houston was thrown/pushed to 
the ground.  For additional details, please see available open source videos available online. 
 
On or about April 16, 2014, at approximately 7:56 p.m., an AUSA (who was also present at the Incident 
Command Post (ICP) and/or in the field during the 2014 Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Trespass Cattle 
Impound) sent an email to a BLM SAC.  This email stated the following: “Hey hope everyone is back 
with no issues from the ICP.  I wanted to ask who our case agent will be as far as the BLM side goes?  
There are things I’d like to get like the dispatch records for Saturday.  Am wondering who I should ask 
for this kind of stuff so that I don’t have to bug you.  I’d prefer someone either from your office or from 
NV so that its easy and quick to communicate and get stuff and get the agent in to our offices as needed.”  
Note:  These dispatch audio files we never recovered. 
 
On or about April 16, 2014, at approximately 8:07 p.m., the BLM SAC replies to the AUSA with “Case 
agents attached.  Note:  Evidently, the BLM SAC “cc’d” two other BLM SAs on this email. 
 
On or about April 16, 2014, at approximately 8:33 p.m., one of the BLM SAs (who was later promoted to 
be a BLM ASAC) responded with the following: “Holy cow, XXXXX and I are the case agents?  Sweet!” 
On or about April 16, 2014, at approximately 9:34 p.m., the BLM SAC responded with the following: 
“Yup.” 
 
Note:  In May of 2014, the one of the BLM SAs told me he was burned out and was looking for another 
job.  Additionally, at some point thereafter, the other BLM SA was promoted to be a BLM ASAC.  
Furthermore, prior to this, yet another BLM SA had been assigned as the Case Agent.   
 
On April 27, 2014, a video titled “BLM Procession at Burning Man” was published on You Tube by Rich 
Van Every.  Note:  It appears this video was from Burning Man 2013, at or around August 29, 2013.  
This footage in part in a very limited way also depicts a BLM SAC and his state of dress and interaction.  
 
On or about May 1, 2014, I received a telephone call from a BLM Special Agent -in-Charge (SAC) that 
requested that I travel to Las Vegas, NV for up to 90 days of intense work to conduct the investigation 
into the alleged crimes committed by Cliven Bundy and his followers referencing the 2014 Federal Court 
ordered trespass cattle impound and associated April 12, 2014, stand-off near Bunkerville, NV.  
(Reference an email titled “My Thanks!” from a BLM SAC dated May 1, 2014, at approximately 3:28 
p.m.)  Note:  This email stated the following: “I appreciate you stepping up for this important 
investigation.  I just spoke with DD (Deputy Director) XXXXX (an Acting Deputy Director-current SAC) 
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and he is still making calls to the other Regions to get some additional assistance ... ......... Thank.s again 
guys, I really appreciate you taking this on. " 

On or about May 1, 2014, at approximately 3:44 p.m., I received an email titled "Re: My thanks!" from a 
BLM SAC to another BLM SAC, two BLM ASACs and myself. Note: In part, this email stated the 
following: "Yes thank you fellas this is a huge investigation and the #1 priority for the BLM." 

On or about May 5, 2014, I traveled to La5 Vegas, NV, to paiticipate as a team member in the BLM 
investigation into the associated crimes. When in Las Vegas, I joined up with the BLM SAC, a BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge (ASAC), two BLM Senior Special Agents (SSAs), and a seasoned 
BLM Special Agent (SA) that was assigned as the case agent for this investigation. Note: The BLM 
investigative team was later joined in a limited capacity by another BLM ASAC and four BLM SAs. 
Additional Note: On the evening of approximately May 5, 2014, in a Hampton Inn Hotel Room, I was 
asked by a senior member of supervision in the presence of an Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge, 
"You 're not a Mormon are vou?" (as what appeared to be some sort of religious test.) Fmther Note: On 
or about May 6 or 7, 2014, I was asked to be the Case Agent and Lead Investigator. Also Note: Fairly 
routine comments for a few days after this was "I bet you think I'm going to hell" and 'l--, thinks we are 
going to hell. " (b) (7) 

(C) 

On or about May 6, 2014, in a meeting at the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) Las Vegas, NV Field 
Office, located at 1787 W. Lake Mead Blvd., Las Vegas, NV 89106, a BLM SSA from the BLM's Office 
of Professional Responsibility info11ned meeting members that he was the BLM Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte 
Investigation's Case Agent for the BLM. 

Note: Over the course of the next several days, in the presence of supen,ision I was put in an 
uncomfortable, but what I thought was an innocent and joking position of having to justify my religinn to 
senior BLM Law Enforcement. I often had to reply to seemingly joking comments such as "I bet you 
think I'm going to hell don't you" and "I would want to go to heaven, but I don 't think I would /mow 
anyone there." Also, several times, a BLM ASAC continually mentioned going to "Dirty Larry's 
gentleman's club with benefits," as a way to be funny in regard to my name. 

Additional Note: Following this May 6, 2014, meeting at the FBI office, seniorlsupen,i.sory agency law 
enforcement officials made more and more of a habit of openly making Jim of people to include 
individuals skin color, skin complexion, and voice. In particular, a fellow FBI agent became the new (but 
short-term) subject of disrespectfiil and rude comments such as old "Leather Face." 

Fmther Note: During this ti1neframe, a BLM SAC indicated that two of his employees were Monnons and 
were constantly talking about religion and even emailing religious stuff back and forth and the ELM SAC 
indicated he had to put a stop to that. 

On May 10, 2014, at approximately 7:53 _p.m., a BLM ASAC sent me, a BLM SAC, BLM Senior Special 
Agents, and a BLM SA an email titled "Re: Latest Protest" in reference to an mtlawful all-terrain 
vehicle/off highway vehicle trail ride in Recapture Canyon Utah. In this email, the BLM ASAC and 
potential Gold Butte Investigation Tlial witness refened to subjects of this investigation as "Idiots." 
Note: This email would potentially be available through Freedom oflnfonnation Act Requests and 
possibly considered Jencks Material if this witness testifies during the Gold Butte Trial. Additional Note: 
This is a simple example of poor internet/social media discipline that was highlighted time after time 
during the course of this investigation by senior individuals who have been trained to know better. 

On or about May 6, 2014, or May 7, 2014, aBLM ASAC in the presence of a BLM SAC asked me to be 
the BLM's case agent and lead investigator for the aforementioned investigation. I was specifically told 

27 



28 
 

that my mission was to conduct a comprehensive, unbiased, and independent investigation for the BLM 
into all violations and crimes pertaining to the 2013 Federal Court Orders, looking first at the Bundy 
family members.  Note:  Prior to this time, but after the events of April 12, 2014, the BLM had identified 
two other case agents, and a third case agent (an Office of Professional Responsibility Investigator and 
trained lawyer volunteered, but was denied due to a BLM ASAC).  Additional Note:  Before the active 
trespass cattle impound operations began, the BLM had identified yet another different case agent and 
assistant case agent.  Also Note:  It appeared to me that several BLM officers seemed reluctant to get 
involved with any operation/investigation that this BLM SAC was a part of.  Further Note:  I was told by 
the SAC and ASAC that it was important that I was to remain unbiased and independent.  I was told that 
the reason so many of the agency’s solid performers can’t be used, is because they were considered 
victims on April 12, 2014, and therefore in terms of the investigation are assumed to have bias.  
Additionally, the SAC told me that although the case is very important to so many people in the agency, it 
should remain independent and that no one outside of the investigative team will ask me case related 
questions or expect to remain in the information loop and in terms of the investigation, the ASAC will be 
my immediate supervisor (although would perform duties as my co-case agent) and the SAC will be his 
supervisor.  Further Note:  A BLM ASAC joking told me that he wouldn’t want the SSA that was not 
allowed to be the case agent investigating him (in his OPR/Internal Affairs capacity) and a BLM SAC told 
me that he hopes this BLM SSA gets a reference check from him in reference to another job and that he 
wants the BLM SSA out of the agency so bad, that he would give him a false great recommendation.  Also 
Note:  Prior to this time, I was aware of at least three previously designated Case Agents since March of 
2014. 
 
Approximately a week later at the United States Attorney’s Office, which was then located at 333 Las 
Vegas Blvd., Las Vegas, NV 89101, after being introduced as the BLM Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Case 
Agent, an unknown member of the staff asked me “You’re not a Mormon are you?” (as what appeared to 
again be some sort of religious test.) (I can speculate on who asked me this, but at the time I didn’t know 
the staff.  Therefore, I can’t be 100% sure.)  Note:  I believe very strongly that the person that asked me 
this was either Acting United States Attorney for Nevada, XXXX or Assistant United States Attorney 
XXXX.  However, since this was the first time that I met them, it is very hard to be 100% sure. 
 
Note:  By this time, due to associated issues, I felt I could no longer go out to eat or socially visit with the 
assembled team.  The loud, obnoxious and unprofessional talk often consumed much of the dinner time 
discussion.  Instead, I chose to drink a protein shake in my room by myself every evening.   
Additional Note:  I brought this unprofessional conduct to the attention of the BLM ASAC and he also 
indicated to me that he felt the same way, but out of a sense of politeness he continued to hang around the 
rest of the group.   
Further Note:  In the absence of the larger group, the BLM ASAC and I were mostly able to go out to eat 
or interact without issue.  This ASAC told me that when he goes out to eat with the aforementioned 
individuals, it is usually an ego fest with everyone bragging and trying to outdo everyone else.  
 
Around this timeframe, I asked the BLM ASAC if I could utilize a very knowledgeable BLM SA as a Co-
Case Agent in this investigation. The BLM ASAC told me that I didn’t want him because he has mental 
problems and that he had some sort of mental breakdown.  Note:  This information, passed by a 
supervisor is confidential health related information.  I later found this supervisor routinely informed 
others of protected/confidential health and confidential personnel disciplinary/evaluation information 
regarding subordinate employees. 
 
Additionally, around this timeframe a BLM SAC in the presence of a BLM ASAC told me the National 
Park Service offered to have one of their quality investigators assist in the investigation.  The BLM SAC 
told me that he told them that we don’t need their help and that we could take care of it and that we had it 
covered.  Note:  This was simply not true.  I certainly needed this help.  Time after time the others 
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assigned to the case simply quit the investigative team. I was told they had attitude problems, girlfriend 
problems, no longer wanted to help, took other jobs, had other issues, etc. More and more, I came to 
believe the ELM ASAC, who was my co-case agent and subordinate helper, but also my supervisor, 
wanted to maintain complete control of the investigation in an unethical way. The issue was also that in 
general, the ELM ASAC didn't want to do the tedious case research and projects that were frequent, 
expansive and necessary. 

On or about June 8, 2014, Jerad Miller and Amanda Miller ambushed and murdered Las Vegas 
Metropolitan Police Department (L VMPD) L and L VMPD .__ _____ as well as 

(Timeline Talking Point) 

hl August of 2014, while conducting a Bundy Ranch site visit and area familiarization near Bunkenrille 
and Mesquite Nevada, while at a gas station, the BLM ASAC and I saw Margaret Bundy Houston and 
another lady that we believed was also a Bundy Family Member. From then on, for a time pe1iod 
thereafter, the BLM ASAC refereed to this other lady as the "ove1weight lady with big jowls" or similar 
names. (Reference an email titled "Margaret car," dated August 19, 2014, at approximately 11 :46 a.m., 
from the BLM ASAC.) 

On or about September 15, 2014, at approximately 11:33 a.m .. I received an email titled "OPR cases:' 
from a BLM SAC. This email stated the following: "R2 (BLM Region 2-Alaska, Washington, Oregon. 
Idaho). Just wanted to send out a reminder that if you receive new infonnation related to an allegation 
against a BLM employee please notify the SCR (state Chief Ranger), ASAC (Assistant Special Agent-in­
Charge). or SAC (Special Agent-in-Charge). We will then make an official refenal to OPR (Office of 
Professional Responsibility) Chief Huege1ich to assign a case agent in a timely manner. A special thanks 
to Rangers XXXXX. XXXX and XXXX:XX who've done a great job over the last few weeks rep011ing 
and working with mana~ment and OPR on some sensitive internal cases." 

Note: This is exactly what I tried to do, time after time, after time. When I did, I was ignored, talked 
down to, removed from the Bundy Investigation, retaliated against and harassed. As a matter of fact, the 
author of this email and his ASAC were tivo of the prima,y perpetrators. Please see below for more 
information. 

On or about September 16, 2014, at approximately 8:18 p.m., a BLM ASAC sent me an email titled "Re: 
Request for Hist01ical Native American Info1mation." In this email, the BLM ASAC stated the 
following: "You are addicted to Cliven Bundy." 

On or about November 3, 2014, I submitted eight search! that I authored to a BLM ASAC for his 
review. Note: Ultimately, the ELM ASAC was the affiant to one of the search I ___ the iPad of Dave 
Bundy. The other search'""""" _ __, were turned over in draft form to the FBI ("See an email from me to a 
BLM ASAC titled "GBIT Searc -=-.-~ and dated November 3, 2014.) Additional Note: I would 
like to talk about this issue more. Fmther Note: Again, my investigation indicated there is likely 
unacceptable indications of unprofessionalism and potential evidence of excessive physical force 
contained in the electronic files of tl1e iPad. (Witnesses Available) Also Note: A ELM ASAC told me that 
the US. Attorney's Office wanted him (instead of me, the author) to go ahead and come down to Las 
Vegas to swear to the iPad search I ahead of schedule or at a particular time because they were 
able to get it through to a favorable or preferred judge. 

During this time pe1iod and many times after, a BLM ASAC made remarks regarding the poor 
organizational skills and attention to detail of a pa1ticular Special United States Attorney (SAUSA). 
Additionally, it was a somewhat common occurrence for BLM Law Enforcement Staff to ask how this 
paiticular SAUSA was doing/perf01ming. Note: It was clear to me that there was concern within BLM 
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Law Enforcement about this particular SA USA 's dedication, attention to detail and pe,formance in such 
an expansive, important and far reaching case. 

On or about November 20, 2014, an email titled "Litigation Hold Notice for Gold Butte Impoundment 
Activities" (Cliven Bundy Cattle) went out. This hold required the preservation of all information related 
to operations in the Gold Butte (NV) area conducted in March and Ap1il 2014 to impound trespass cattle 
owned by Cliven Bundy. The scope of this litigation hold included email, instant messages, text 
messages on personal and government issued phones, recordings, and voicemails. (See email titled 
"Litigation Hold Notice for Gold Butte Impoundment Activities" (Cliven Bundy Cattle), dated November 
20, 2014.) 

On or about December 31, 2014, my supervisor (a BLM ASAC) completed a fiscal year 2014 Employee 
Performance Appraisal Plan (fiscal year evaluation). This BLM ASAC (not tlte same BLM ASAC 
described throughout the rest of tltis rep01t) rated me as "Exceptional." The following are some oftlte 
quotes from the evaluation: 'I accepted the assignment of case agent on a complex, high media 
attention case witlt national itiw"~ations for the BLM. He spent 2nd half of FY 14, and continues to travel 
extensively at great burden t<i<his family life. He continues to move the case forward receiving notlting 
but praise and compliments on his perfom1ance from all involved." '1 was/is case agent on a large 
complex case w/ national implications for BLM. The case includes vfiinous amounts of evidence and 
hist01ical documents. I Continues to locate items of relevance, cactlogue and organize, and prepare 
reports and suppo1tin~"im1mentation for the U.S. Attorney's Office, his superiors, and cooperating 
agencies. All work pr<1Gb.1ced is of the highest caliber."" was/is case agent on a large complex case 
w/national implications for BLM. The case has taken h41})\(1)anotlter state/disttict in which he does not 
normally work. L has built from the grom1d up a netw:t>rk of relationships w/ the U.S. Attorney's 
Office, cooperattBmencies, witnesses, and w/in the BLM. L is respected by all for his work and 
professionalism ~in that sphere." Note: This EPAP had n·11~d as an "Exceptional" employee and 
gave me a numerical score of 4. 7 5. (C) 

On or about December 10, 2015, I received awards for my perfo1mance as the Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy 
Nevada Case Agent/Lead Investigator. Note: The SF-50 Notification of Personnel Action was dated 
December 10, 2015,for the $1000.00 Pe,formance Cash Award and December 11, 2015,for the 
Pe,formance 16 hour "Time Off'' Award. The award was recommended on November 3, 2015, by a BLM 
ASAC. Additional Note: Tue justification for the pe1f01mance awards stated the following: I 
j is the case agent for tlte BLM's p01tion of the Gold Butte Cattle""'Im=--p-o-u-nd 
criminal investigation, and he has excelled in tllat role for this rating period. He has led tlte team eff01t to 
collect and analyze all the information in the case which included historical information dating back to the 
1800s, a review project of over 90,000 employee emails, analysis of extensive social media posts and 
many other large investigative tasks. He analyzed all the information and wrote a lengthy, concise case 
package which he presented to tlle U.S. Attorney's Office. This BLM case rep01t includes over 500 
exhibits and details the involvement of nearly 600 wi!tnesses. He continues to handle daily follow-up 
assignments from the prosecutors while performing at a ve1y high level and displaying excellent wmk 
ethic. Gathering facts and writing case repo1ts is at the heart of any special agent job, butL is 
accomplishing this on a grand scale-bigger than any case our agency has ever done-and h~IJ.fi(i¥>ing an 
excellent job of it. I highly recommend him for this award." (C) 

During this time.frame, a BLM ASAC (my current supe1visor and pa1tial de facto co-case agent), asked 
me ifI would be willing or interested in moving to Boise, ID, and working for him there. Due to tlte 
necessity and long-term commitment in reference to the Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Nevada Investigation, I 
accepted the offer out of a sense of duty to work side by side with the BLM ASAC on the Gold 
Butte/Cliven Bundy Nevada investigation and out of a sense of dedication to the case's mission and the 
mission of our agency. Reference an offer letter in reference to the Boise Idaho Voluntruy Transfer dated 
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April 22, 2015, by a BLM Human Resomces Specialist. Also reference a memorandum titled "Request 
for Exception to Hiring Freeze," dated April 7, 2015, sigued by the BLM OLES Director that authorized 
the transfer dming the hiring freeze. This memorandllill in part stated the following: "As a result of 
recent high-profile events affecting BLM managed lands, Region 2 (Idaho, Oregon, Washington, Alaska) 
has been tasked with providing siguificant investigative assistance to other Regions." 

On April 22, 2015, I received an email titled "RE: Financial Questions" from a BLM SSA. This email 
stated in pa.it "I have no hardcopy documents/CDs in my possession related to this matter" and "I have no 
fiuther information to provide." (Timeline Talking Point) 

Note: This email serves as an example of a degrading degree of assistance and cooperation from those 
assigned to assist in the investigation. Additional Note: In response to the author of the email, a BLM 
ASAC referred to the BLM Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) Chief and agency senior as "a 
weak sister. " 

At some point, a BLM ASAC was the affiant to the seat-ch! for the Dave Bundy iPad. Note: At 
some point in time (during the search! constructiortP,t&Pess), the BLM ASAC informed me that he 
had heard that some rude comments in reference to Dave Bundv 's April 6. 2014. arrest may have been 
accidentlv recorded on Dave Bundv's iPad. Soon after, the ASAC informed the U.S. Attorney's 
Prosecution Team in my presence. Additional Note: These comments give evidence of several conduct 
and ethical violations as well as potential excessive force. (Witnesses Available) Fmther Note: Please 
see later entry in reference to Dave Bundy's iPad. 

Dming approximately the winter or spring of 2015, issues continued to arise with the Dave Bundy iPad in 
reference to electronically opening it up pmsuant to the search I Ultimately custody was 
transfe1Ted to the FBI. From then on, time after time, eve1y tim'et!ieiPad came up, the BLM ASAC and I 
just looked at each other. It was apparent that this issue was out of om hands and we shouldn't discuss it 
fiuther. 

At some point, a BLM ASAC directed me to delete a rep01t from the Gold Butte Investigation Team's 
internal shared internet site that was ve1y derogat01y towai·ds the FBI. This repo1t wasn't relevai1t to the 
investigation or to the defense and would only serve to stress the relationship between the BLM and the 
FBI, so I complied and deleted the electronic version of the rep01t from the computer system share drive. 
However, I did think it was unusual for the ASAC to direct me to do something that he could do himself 
and something that at face value would seem to be inappropriate. Because of this, and in an effort to 
provide proof that nothing unlawful or unethical was done, I p1inted out the rep01t and included it in the 
general administrative file for this investigation. Note: On or about February 18, 2017, this general 
administrative file along with all records for the investigation was seized from my office without 
permission and outside ofmy presence or knowledge. Additional Note: The strained relationship with 
the FBI was indicated in an email from May 12, 2014, by a BLM Senior Special Agent to members of the 
investigative team. This email stated: "That bridge is burned boys." Fmther Note: It became apparent 
to me the BLM ASAC also had a strained relationship with the BLM SSA from QPR/Internal Affairs. At 
one point in Las Vegas (as I remember) the BLM ASAC chee,fully shredded administrative material 
provided by the BLM SSA. Du.ring this time, the BLM ASAC stated something like "here's what I think 
about his work. " 

On or about June 20, 2015, at approximately 12:28 p.m., a BLM ASAC sent me an email titled "FW: 
Re:" In reference to this email fmward, the BLM ASAC stated the following in reference to a BLM SAC: 
"Just came across this email again. That is some management style." Note: This email forward included 
the following previously referenced emails: 
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Email dated April 16, 2014, at approximately 7:56 p. m., an AUSA (who was also present at the Incident 
Command Post (ICP) and/or in the field during the 2014 Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Trespass Cattle 
Impound) sent an email to a BLM SAC This email stated the following: "Hey hope everyone is back with 
no issues from the ICP. I wanted to ask who our case agent will be as far as the BLM side goes? There 
are things I'd like to get lik.e the dispatch records for Saturday. Am wondering who I should ask for this 
kind of stuff.so that I don't have to bug you. I'd prefer someone either from your office or from NV so 
that its easy and quick to communicate arrd get stuff and get the agent in to our offices as needed. " 

Email dated Aptil 16, 2014, at approximately 8:07 p.m., the BLM SAC replies to the AUSA with "Case 
agents attached. Note: Evidently, the BLM SAC "cc 'd" two other BLM SAs on this email. 

Email dated Aptil 16, 2014, at approximately 8:33 p.m., one of the BLM SAs (who was later promoted to 
be a BLM ASAC) responded with the following: "Holy cow, XXXXX and I are the case agents? Sweet!" 
On or about April 16, 2014, at approximately 9:34 p.m., the BLM SAC responded with the following: 
"Yup." 

On June 22, 2015, I received an email that stated I will be officially supervised by a BLM ASAC and that 
ASAC will be 100% dedicated to the Bundy case. In this email, the BLM ASAC stated the following: "I 
will be giving up my regular Idaho/Eastern Oregon ASAC supervision duties and will devote 100% ofmy 
time to the Bundy case" and ,! will officially be supervised by me from here forward and will be 
100% dedicated to the Bundy case. His effective date is July 26 to have his duty station in X:XX." 
Additionally, this email stated that my effective date for my move to Boise, ID is July 26, 2015. Note: In 
BLM OLES, a BLM ASAC is a GS-13 and a BLMSA is a GS-12. Additional Note: This BLM ASAC 
supervised two other individuals. One is a longtime fi'iend and hunting buddy of a BLM SAC and the 
other is this BLM ASA C's longtime friend and godfather to his daughter. Fmther Note: The other senior 
law enforcement officer in our office is a family friend and hunting buddy of the BLM SAC Also Note: 
This BLM ASAC has told me time after time that since the BLMSAC is so close with two of these 
individuals, these individuals are impossible to control and lack any sort of work ethic. Continuing Note: 
I elected to move to Boise, ID after I was specifically recruited by the BLM ASAC and chiefly for the 
purpose of working side by side with this ELM ASAC in order to bestfulfzll obligations in reference to the 
Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Nevada Investigation. Follow-on Note: The BLM ASAC told me that he and 
the BLM SAC were ftiends while they were in the National Park Se1vice (NPS) together and that the 
BLM SAC talked the BLM ASAC into coming to the BLM as a BLM Ranger in Wyoming. The BLM 
ASAC went on to say that his ftiend, the BLM SAC then brought the BLM ASAC to Boise, Idaho to 
work for the BLM SAC (back when the BLM SAC was an ASAC). I was aware the BLM SAC then 
hired the BLM ASAC as the ASAC, when the BLM :SAC was promoted from his previous position as 
BLMASAC. I 

Dming this time frame and previous, dming the comse of my investigation, I found several issues 
historically into the handling of the Cliven Bundy Cattle Trespass and associated issues. These issues 
including the following: BLM Southern Nevada Dist1ict Office motto's "no moo in 92" and "cattle free 
in 93," Gold Butte likely being part of Alizona Tertit01y when the Nevada Constitution was adopted, 
Clark County Nevada actually controlling the specific BLM grazing allotments around the time Cliven 
Bundy sent a check to Clark County Nevada for the paitial payment of the grazing fees, suspicious 
activity in regai·ds to forever withdrawing grazing opportunities on Federal Public Lai1ds in which there 
was a grazing preference ''buy-out" and what appeared to be a shell company/organization that controlled 
the grazing preference dming this timeframe, mass captive Dese1t T01toise euthanization, Dese.rt T01toise 
predation by ravens (which themselves are protected m1der the Migratmy Bird Treaty Act), Dese1t 
To1toise population study issues, gross over population of (failure of BLM to responsibly manage) 
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Wild/Feral Bunos within the Gold Butte area, water rights and water improvement destrnction dming the 
2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound, etc. Note: These numerous issues were briefed following 
every discovery to a ELM ASAC and the written documentation of these issues was seized on February 
18, 2017, when my office was searched without my pennission and outside of my presence (see below). 
Additional Note: These issues were not deemed to be tenninal to the im;estigation, to the issuance of the 
Federal Court Orders, or to the guilt of the subjects of this investigation in part since Cliven Bundy failed 
to respond to an offer by the ELM to renew his grazing preference with a 10-year contract and that thi.s 
questionable conduct on behalf of the government didn't necessarily negate the crimes committed during 
the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound (especial~y on April 12, 2014). Fmther Note: These 
uncovering of these potential issues were not a stated task of this investi.gation and were only discovered 
during incidental historic infonnation gathering and then reported to a ELM ASAC. Also Note: The 
Gold Butte Trial Preparation/Historical Timeline that I created would be helpful in researching any 
relevance that emerges out of this entry. This timeline was emailed to two ELM SA Cs and a ELM ASA C 
on F ebrua,y 8, 2017, and is available for review. 

Arolllld July of 2015, several troubling issues about ve1y important person (VIP) demands in reference to 
a BLM SAC and his management and leadership of BLM Law Enforcement and contract negotiations in 
reference to the Burning Man Event began to emerge. Collectively, this became known as the "Choco 
Taco Incident" throughout the BLM. See Article: BLM director (Neil Komze): "We are addressing 
Bmning Man Issues," dated July 8, 2015, in the Reno Gazette-Jom11al. Additionally, see the Google 
Ale1t Email F01ward for "BLM Rangers," titled "Bureaucrats, VIP Boxes at Bmning Man," dated August 
20, 2015, by Michael Shannon. 

On or about July 8, 2015, at approximately 7:08 p.m., I received an email from a BLM ASAC titled "Re: 
Chaco Taco Gate." Within this email chain the BLM ASAC wrote the following: "Yes, it is hilaiious." 
This email contained a link to http://captiongenerator.com/479601.__----="""""',...,...._Reacts-to-ChacoTacoGate. 
Note: This email chain included a ELM SAC/potential trial witness a ELM SA/potential trial witness and 
in total, three members of the investigative team. Additional Note: In the included link, BLMj I was compared to Adolf Hitler. ..._ __ _ 

During this timeframe, as I completed the discove1y email review, I noticed what I thought were gaps in 
time in reference to a BLM SAC's emails. I thought it appeared somewhat strange that the principle 
leader of the trespass cattle impolllldment apparently had few emails, especially as it pe1tained to the very 
controversial Emergency Clos me Order. In my review of the emails that were present, I saw indications 
that the Emergency Closure Order approval process seemed to go from having some issues to abruptly 
being approved. I attributed this to two likely reasons. One reason was that the follow-on coordination 
could have been done by telephone/conference call and the other was that other emails may have simply 
not met the word search criteria for discove1y email inclusion and review. When I came across this 
possible issue, I infonned a BLM ASAC. The BLM ASAC told me that with such scmtiny at the BLM 
and DOI Solicitor's level, he was satisfied there were no issues. I agreed at the time. 

On or about August 2 7, 2015, at approximately 11: 13 a .m., I received an email titled "Bundy email 
review" from a BLM ASAC. Note: In part, this email described how the email review as conducted and 
gave a quick brief Additional Note: This email further indicated that the ELM ASAC would take the 
initial work (separation into relevant and non-relevant categories) by the assistants and further faired 
down the relevant categ01y and then he provided the relevant emails to me to review. (Timeline Talking 
Point) 

During this time period, I attempted to once again to get a dedicated Co-Case Agent and Seconda1y 
Investigator to assist me with the p1io1ity investigation for the entire Department. I specifically asked the 
BLM ASAC about others who displayed interest and may have availability in assisting in the 
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investigation.  The ASAC told me the following: “You don’t want her, she is too strong willed and has 
direct contact with the Director (of BLM OLES-I think),” “She doesn’t take direction well,” “Just ask 
XXXX (a BLM Supervisory Ranger) you don’t want her, he used to be her supervisor,” and something 
like she has to do it her way.  Note:  This was in reference to three quality individuals that had completed 
the Criminal Investigators Training Program at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center.  
Ultimately, a person with very limited experience in the BLM was assigned to be a Co-Case Agent (until 
he abruptly took another job without completing his assigned tasks).       
 
On July 7, 2015, I received an email titled “XXXXXX working on Bundy Tasks.”  The email stated 
XXXX priority will be assignments on the Bundy case.  (Reference email titled “XXXXXX working on 
Bundy Tasks,” dated July 7, 2015.) 
 
On August 11, 2015, I drove my Government Owned Vehicle (GOV) to Boise, ID.  (Timeline Talking 
Point)   
 
On or about August 20, 2015, I was forwarded an email titled “Fwd:  Google Alert – BLM Rangers,” by a 
BLM SAC.  This email contained an article by Newsmax titled “Bureaucrats, VIP Boxes at Burning 
Man,” dated August 20, 2015, by Michael Shannon.  (See article by Newsmax titled “Bureaucrats, VIP 
Boxes at Burning Man,” dated August 20, 2015, by Michael Shannon.) 
 
On or about August 20, 2015, at approximately 9:55 p.m., a BLM ASAC sent me an email titled “Re:  
Vegas Baby!!!” 
This email stated the following: “Is there an event she is coming for or is it EPAP time for your ass?  
Sorry you won’t be getting that WGI.  Dude – if you have the Secretary coming to bust your balls on your 
sorry performance then you must have really stepped on it.  Sorry, but it was good to know you.  Love, 
XXXX.”   
 
On or about August 23, 2015, at approximately 3:27 p.m., I was sent an email forward titled “Fwd:  Big 
Sky MT op” by a BLM SAC.  This email had an attached photograph of a subject of the investigation.  At 
approximately 4:33 p.m., a senior member of BLM Law Enforcement Staff replied to the BLM SAC, the 
BLM Idaho Associate State Director, a BLM ASAC, a BLM Supervisory Ranger, me and others.  The 
BLM State Chief Ranger stated “What an F’in douche bag!!.”  I responded back to the individual by 
stating “I love explaining email like this” to which he replied “Dang it!!! Sorry!!!!!.”  Note:  Following 
this small incident, I spoke with a BLM ASAC about talking to the team about using good discipline on 
emails and texts in reference to potentially FOIA/discoverable material and the litigation hold.   
 
On or about August 25, 2015, a BLM SAC forwarded an email from BLM Office of Law Enforcement 
and Security (OLES) Director titled “Fwd:  Burning Man Law Enforcement.”  This email indicated that 
the BLM OLES Director would provide high level guidance and assistance to the Incident Management 
Team and that a BLM SAC will serve as the event’s Incident Commander for Federal Law Enforcement 
and that the BLM SAC will have overall operational command of the federal law enforcement assets 
supporting the event and that there was not a change of leadership as a previously published article 
indicated.  (See an email from BLM Office of Law Enforcement and Security (OLES) Director titled 
“Fwd:  Burning Man Law Enforcement,” dated August 25, 2015, and an article titled “BLM top director 
to run Burning Man law enforcement,” by Jenny Kane, dated August 23, 2015.)  Note:  The indication 
from individuals that I overheard talking was that the BLM OLES Director was once again protecting 
and empowering the BLM SAC.  More and more I began to notice BLM employees apparently taking a 
large degree of interest and almost joy in reference to any amount of scrutiny on this BLM SAC. 
 
During this timeframe, a BLM ASAC told me to take permanent change of station (PCS) administrative 
leave because he wanted to be the one to introduce me around the office and he will be on annual leave 
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during this timeframe. The BLM ASAC told me that ifl show up when he isn't in the office, the BLM 
SAC will do it and that is problematic because the SAC always wants to do the ASAC's job. The ASAC 
ftuther indicated that since the ASAC bec.ame the ASAC, the SAC (the fonner ASAC) doesn't let the 
ASAC be in charge ve1y often and constantly tries to do the ASAC job and tliat the SAC allows his 
friends (other BLM OLES employees) to not do what they are supposed to do. The BLM ASAC 
indicated that the BLM SAC would complain about t11e other employees, but not cotTect tl1em because 
they are hunting buddies or family friends. The BLM ASAC also told me tliat the BLM SAC didn't like 
it when subordinates lived near him, in his subdivision, but then told me that they are sure proud of their 
houses (or something like that), in what I took as the BLM ASAC telling me that I wouldn't want to live 
there anyway. Note: It should be noted that this BLM ASAC is also the BIM SA Cs long-time friend and 
acquaintance from the NPS and that the BLM SAC (according to the BIM ASAC} convinced the BLM 
ASAC to initially transfer to the BLM as a Ranger and then the BLM SAC hired the BLM ASAC as a 
Special Agent and then promoted the BLM ASAC to his cun·ent position of Assistant Special Agent-in­
Charge when the BLM SAC was promoted to his current position as Special Agent-in-Charge. I 

On or about September 2, 2015, I testified in front of the Federal Grand Jmy (FGJ), in Las Vegas, NV, in 
reference to the 2014 Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Investigation. (Timeline Talking Point) Note: Following 
this testimony, the subject of a particular BLM SAC came up. A BLM ASAC asked me something like, did 
I tell the members of the FGJ, that the BLM SAC probably scr *wed their wives last night. 

On or about September 18, 2015, I travelled to Elko, NV and met up with a Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI) SA in order to interview two Nevada Brand Inspectors that were present at the 2014 
Federal Comt Ordered Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound near Bunkerville, Nevada. This meeting 
occutTed at the Nevada Depaitment of Agriculture Office, located at 4780 E. Idaho Street, Elko Nevada 
89104. 

In this meeting, one of the Brand Inspectors infonned myself and tl1e FBI SA that he was part of a 
coordination telephone conference ptior to the 2014 impound in which a higher level, male BLM 
supervisor stated: "That's not the kind of message we wai1t to send," when the Brat1d Inspector 
recommended a "soft impom1d" with an associated civil property lien on Cliven Bundy's cattle instead of 
a lai·ge scale, aggressive and confrontational impound operation. The Brand Inspector indicated that he 
recommended against such a large operation ai1d heavy show of force. Note: I believe this individual 
was a BLM SAC. Additionally, this is the first time that I believed that there may be an issue with the 
BLM SAC regarding the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound O eration. Further Note: Following 
this possible discovery, I infonned a BLM ASAC the next day (due to my drive time from Elko, NV). The 
BLM ASAC indicated to me that he was sure this was a particular BLM SAC and that this BLM SAC 
x:rxx:¥s the spotlight and big operations and that in 2012, this BLM SAC got some sort of large award at 
BLM Headquarters in Washington DC for planning the 2012 postponed Bundy Cattle Impound 
Operation. This BIM ASACfurther stated that the BLM SAC had the arrogance to tell the BLM ASAC 
and others helping him during Operation Cerberus Action in Utah that the operation would be the 
highlight of their career. Also Note: A Nevada State Attorney (believed to be Dennis Belcourt from the 
Nevada Attorney General's Office) listened in over an open speaker phone. Notes of this conversation 
may be available. My notes for the interview were seized from my secured office on February 18, 2017. 

Around this timeframe, the lead prosecutor mentioned on a conference call that the nairntive of the 
prosecution theory was that Cliven Bundy's cattle were sickly and in bad physical shape. I told the 
prosecutor that my research through inte1views with the Nevada Brand Inspectors and talking to a project 
leader (a BLM Wild Horse and Buno Specialist) for the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound was 
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that Bundy’s cattle were actually in pretty good physical shape for free range desert cattle.  This seemed 
to irritate the prosecutor, but ultimately, we agreed that a better phrased narrative would be that great 
many of Bundy’s cattle were feral and spread over a huge area.  
 
At some point during this timeframe, while at the BLM Southern Nevada District Office, located at 4701 
N. Torrey Pines Dr., Las Vegas, NV 89130, I was laughingly shown a displayed/circulated rude pin-up 
titled “Mad Compares Infamous Bundys” by a BLM ASAC.  On this piece of paper, a comparison was 
made between Cliven Bundy, Al Bundy, Ted Bundy, and King Kong Bundy.  The final section listed 
Cliven Bundy as “an unrepentant, tax-dodging, faux-patriotic, racist douchebag.  (Example Item 
Available) 
 
Additionally, an unflattering photograph of Cliven Bundy was physically posted on the wall of the Gold 
Butte Investigative Team Office Space located in the BLM Southern Nevada District Office.  It was 
relatively common for a BLM ASAC to openly make comments referring to Cliven Bundy’s big gut 
hanging over his pants.  Note:  This relatively small work space had a bad smell that ultimately was 
attributed to dry erase board markers.  This the door was usually open and the BLM ASAC’s comments 
were no doubt loud enough to be heard within the office by civilian employees, some of whom are victims 
and potential witnesses.  Additional Note:  I became more and more concerned about this BLM ASAC’s 
openly displayed bias and the implications it could have on witness tainting and impeachment.  
 
At some point during this timeframe (and from time to time thereafter), during our weekly Gold 
Butte/Cliven Bundy Nevada Investigation conference calls, a BLM ASAC purposely failed to mention 
other staff members in the room as sensitive information was discussed on the calls over speaker phone.  
For instance, the BLM ASAC would say the BLM ASAC and I were present, but fail to mention that 
other staff were in the room and listening on speaker phone.  It was clear to me this was a deceptive 
answer and in violation of our direction to conduct an independent investigation. 
 
At some point during this timeframe, a BLM ASAC told me that I speak to senior level management too 
formally and respectfully and it makes them uncomfortable.  The BLM ASAC said that everyone wants to 
be on a first name basic and that law enforcement within the office are like a family and don’t keep 
secrets from each other.  Note:  We were specifically directed by the BLM SAC over the Gold Butte/Cliven 
Bundy-Nevada Investigation team that we were to conduct an independent investigation.  Additional 
Note:  Throughout this timeframe, this BLM ASAC continually gossiped and openly told me of 
confidential personnel discipline issues, and confidential/privacy issues regarding religion and health 
information regarding other employees.  Further Note:  In addition to the gossip, the unprofessional and 
offensive language, as well as the disclosure of confidential and private information made me more and 
more uncomfortable.  Also, during this timeframe, the BLM ASAC felt it was appropriate to talk to me 
about another subordinate employee’s deeply held religious beliefs in a derogatory manner.  During a 
particular discussion, the BLM ASAC told me that he and a BLM SAC would no longer allow a particular 
Investigative Technician to participate in any field or enforcement operations.  The BLM ASAC told me 
that this particular BLM employee relied on “prayer” and it was too risky to allow her to participate in 
field operations.  This BLM ASAC told me of a particular occasion when the BLM employee told him that 
one of the employee’s friends or family members “got down” and just couldn’t get back up and passed 
away shortly thereafter.  Once again, I became concerned of another “religious test” by management.    
       
During this timeframe, a BLM ASAC commonly referred to items he purchased with authorized 
investigation overtime money as “Cliven Bundy bought me” this or that.  One such instance was a flyrod 
and reel that the BLM ASAC would commonly, in what appeared to be a bragging way said things like 
look at the fly rod Cliven Bundy bought me.  Note:  I was concerned that these comments would infer to 
bystanders that in restitution, Cliven Bundy would be responsible for the investigative team’s overtime, 
thus buying the ASAC’s fly rod and reel.  Additional Note:  The problematic issue is that throughout the 
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agency, there is understandable appreherrsion about the over use and unjustifiable use of cost codes and 
statements like these infer misconduct. It should be noted that our agency has routinely had to do 
damage control in many such issues. 

On or about September 30, 2015, a BLM ASA I 

L Note: My relationship with this BLM 
ASAC was growing more and more stressed. Although, I wanted to keep working on the case and I didn't 
want to get anyone in trouble, the content of the conversations was often ridiculous and the BLM ASAC 
didn't appear to have a "filter, " or understand appropriate open comments. 

On or about October 16, 2015, the BLM Deputy Director spoke at a BLM Idaho "All Employees" 
Meeting that a BLM ASAC and I attended. (Timeline Talking Point) Note: During this meeting, the 
BLM Deputy Director said something along the following lines: The Governor of Idaho (Butch Otter) is 
a problem and he just better watch himself in regards to the Sage Grouse (Endangered Species proposed 
listing by the US. Fish and Wildlife Service), and that Wyoming Senator John Barrasso and Utah 
Congressman Jason Chaffetz need to quit being such a hassle regarding the wild horse issue or they will 
find the,nselves with several thousand wild horses moved to their states. Additionally, the BLM Deputy 
Director went on to say that when Democrats win elections, public sen 1ice jobs are safer and projects are 
government projects are funded better. Additional Note: Following this "All Employee" Meeting, I told 
the BLM ASAC that t)pe of announcement is problematic with us making relationships with our state and 
local counte1parts. The BLM ASAC stated how poor of an example the BLM Deputy Director was and 
how he can't stand him and that he always got everyone else to do his work. 

On or about October 21, 2015, a BLM ASAC presented me with an Employee Pe1fom1ance Appraisal 
Plan (Evaluation) for FY 2015. Dilling this timeframe, I was given a superior evaluation. 

Sometime during this timeframe (late 2015/early 2016), during a discussion at the U.S. Attorney's Office 
in Las Vegas, in which myself, a BLM ASAC, and others were present, the subject of the decided charges 
against the subjects of the investigation was brought up. The lead prosecutor stated that he was going to 
charge the subjects with the maximum possible charges and not many of the other charges that I 
recommended. The lead prosecutor told me that he didn't want to give the jury the option to conviot on 
the more minor charges. Note: These charges were complicated and required to the potential jury to buy 
into a "prosecution theory" instead of simply examining the elements of the crime (actual charges) and 
looking at the suspects relevant actions. I specifically asked the lead prosecutor to further consider the 
lesser charges. 

During this timeframe, a BLM ASAC told me he was going to put me in for BLM 2015 Special Agent of 
the Year. (Special Agent of the Year Nomination Write-up Available, See nomination nanative from 
Febrna1y 18, 2016) 

On or about January 2, 2016, anned protestors took over the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge near 
Bums, Oregon. (Timeline Talking Point) Note: During this time-period, troubling comments (some1-11hat 
understandably) got worse. I also volunteered to assist in the Burns, Oregon area. I recommended to my 
supervision several tactical support measures that I believe would have been beneficial such as 
.X:XXXXXXXXXXXX Additional Note: Per an FBI Press Release titled "FBI Arrests All Remaining 
Occupiers at the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge, "by the FBI Portland, Oregon Office, dated 
Februmy 11, 2016, the following 16 individuals were indicted on February 3, 2016, by a Federal Grand 
Jury: Dylan Wade Anderson (34, of Provo, UT), Sandra Lynn Anderson (48, of Riggins, ID), Sean Lany 
Anderson (47, of Riggins, ID), Jeff Wayne Banta (46, of Yerington, NV), Ammon Edward Bundy (40, of 
Emmett, ID), Ryan C. Bundy (43, ofBunkerville, NV), Brian Cavalier (44, of Bunkerville, NV), Shawna 
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Cox (59, of Kanab, UT), Duane Leo Ehmer (45, or Irrigon, OR), David Lee Fry (27, of Blanchester, OH), 
Kenneth Medenback (62, of Crescent, OR), Joseph Donald O’Shaughnessy (45, of Cottonwood, AZ), 
Jason S. Patrick (43, of Bonaire, GA), Ryan Waylen Payne (32, of Anaconda, MT), Jon Eric Ritzheimer 
(32, of Peoria, AZ), and Peter Santilli (50, of Cincinnati, OH).  (Reference an email titled “Fwd:  FBI 
Update,” dated February 11, 2016, at 2:31 p.m., from a BLM SAC to BLM Region 2 Law Enforcement 
and others.) 

Sometime in this timeframe, it appeared that the BLM ASAC (second in charge of the Gold Butte 
Investigative Team) generally and in some cases almost completely stopped working and became 
generally uninterested in completing tasks that involved this investigation.  Additionally, more and more 
he appeared to be constantly personally offended by the subjects of this investigation, their supporters, 
and their world view in general.  The office narrative that evolved was that there needs to be an officer 
involved shooting to make these types of people get the message.  The BLM ASAC often made 
statements like “You can love your job, but it won’t love you back,” “Family first,” “I’m not working any 
LEAP (law enforcement availability pay) today,” and it seemed he would often take very long lunches, 
workouts, and leave early on “Federal Friday’s.”  The issue most important to me was that I needed 
assistance and not only was he often not willing to do the work, he only wanted other team members he 
could control that were new to the BLM.   

During this timeframe (and also at other times) a BLM ASAC would contrast himself with Federal Land 
Users by saying that he has a “soft hands” type job and that others don’t (such as farmers, ranchers, 
loggers, miners, etc.).  More and more, I come to notice a widening cultural gap between land 
management/natural resource protection employees and their constituents.  More and more, I noticed a 
massive erosion of respect between the people who use and enjoy the land and the people charged with 
the management of the land.  

Note:  I told the BLM ASAC that this type of conversation is potentially dangerous and could contribute 
to use of force instances which may be ill advised or where our officers find themselves unprepared and 
outgunned.  It was clear to me that the BLM ASAC wasn’t interested in my opinion as he continued to 
condone that type of talk.  (Much of this can be corroborated through witnesses and email/computer file 
review.)  Additional Note:  This BLM ASAC told me the supervisor for the Gold Butte Investigative team 
doesn’t actually routinely work LEAP as required.  Instead, this BLM SAC just goes home and is 
available for telephone calls.  Further Note:  I thought this BLM ASAC was trying to either justify his lack 
of effort or discredit the BLM SAC to me and potentially drive a wedge into my respect for the BLM SAC. 

Sometime during this timeframe (or just previous), while on our way to pick up lunch at Hugo’s Deli, 
located at 10599 W. Overland Road, Boise, ID 83709, a BLM ASAC told me that he had been a 
chaperone for a camp that his son had recently been involved with, in either McCall or Cascade, Idaho.  
The BLM ASAC told me that there was a “little Mormon girl” that fell down and got muddy and had to 
go the rest of the day dirty and muddy.  The BLM ASAC went on to say that that made his day and 
something along the lines of the little Mormon girl wasn’t able to use her essential oils.”  Note:  To me, 
this was another apparent indication of a deep dislike for the Mormon faith (which is the same faith as 
many of the defendants) that I witnessed from individuals in authority positions.  Additional Note:  I have 
friends that are members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (LDS) aka “Mormons” and I 
find these types of statements (as described throughout this report) as disrespectful and I find the 
questioning of my faith (as described within this report) to be wholly inappropriate and a “religious test” 
of sorts.  Further Note:  Because of my demeanor and my refusal to go out drinking with the BLM ASAC 
and others during the frequent trips to Las Vegas or other areas and my refrain from using foul, 
disrespectful, and inappropriate language in a professional environment, I came to suspect that I was 
believed to be a Mormon as well.  Further Note:  Research indicated this likely occurred on February 9, 
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2016, following a return trip to Boise, ID, from Las Vegas, NV, when a BLM ASAC and I arrived at the 
Boise Airport at approximately 12:20 p.m. 
 
More and more, BLM Supervisory Agents (mostly the BLM ASAC) spoke openly in an unprofessional 
manner about subordinate employee’s confidential personnel matters such as punishments, private family 
issues, and internal issues.  Note:  I knew it was a strong possibility the BLM ASAC was also speaking in 
the same way about me to others in the office.   
 
The BLM ASAC time and time again openly interjected his opinion of subordinate employees.  I can 
reference many of these issues.  For the purpose of this document, I will include a few below.   
 
On one instance, the BLM ASAC told me that there is no one that he dislikes as much or more than a 
particular subordinate BLM Field Staff Law Enforcement Ranger.  The BLM ASAC went on to say he 
just can’t stand to be around him and something like he hopes he never sees him again. Later, a BLM 
SAC told me the BLM Field Staff Ranger was like a bull in a China shop (or something to that effect) and 
that he and other law enforcement officers butt heads.  The BLM SAC went on to say that the BLM Field 
Staff Ranger “self-dispatched” himself to a wildland fire and got into some sort of argument and received, 
or was going to receive “days-off” (punitive unpaid time off) due to his misconduct.  Note:  The BLM 
SAC and a BLM State Chief Ranger knew that I was friends with the Field Staff Ranger and tempered 
their associated remarks with, they like him and that he is a good family man, just not a good fit in law 
enforcement, or something like that.  The BLM SAC went on to say that the BLM Field Staff Ranger 
knows the “resource” (meaning Federal Public Lands and their associated plant, wildlife and other 
natural resources) and would make a great civilian employee, just not such a good law enforcement 
officer.  Additional Note:  This same BLM Field Staff Ranger told me that following the failed 2014 
Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound, the interviewing FBI agents failed to document his 
concerns about the BLM leadership and actions during the impound operation.  Additionally, this BLM 
Field Staff Ranger told me that BLM Supervisory Law Enforcement Officials gained access to his 
computer and erased certain files.     
 
The BLM ASAC also would frequently open talk about others that weren’t performing up to his standard.  
The BLM ASAC would from time to time specifically mention that a BLM Supervisory Ranger (a peer of 
the BLM ASAC, but senior to me) doesn’t shave, isn’t prepared, isn’t organized, doesn’t work, surfs 
sports websites online all day, and is never in uniform, and is often late and undependable.  The BLM 
ASAC would say that at one point, that particular BLM Supervisory Ranger was a good worker and 
squared away officer, but that since he started working for the BLM SAC he has just quit and is more 
interested in his children’s sports activities than doing his job.  The BLM ASAC went on to tell me that 
although the BLM SAC doesn’t approve, he lets the Supervisory Ranger get away with it because they are 
buddies. 
 
The BLM ASAC would also confide in me that the BLM SAC allowed this type of activity to take place 
because one of the individuals is the BLM SAC’s long-friend and hunting buddy from the National Park 
Service and the other is a close family friend and hunting buddy.  Note:  The BLM ASAC told me of a 
story where the BLM SAC needed a BLM SA (the BLM SAC’s and BLM ASAC’s direct subordinate) to 
work on a priority sexual predator type case in Eastern Idaho, but the BLM SA had other personal plans 
(a family trip to a National Park as I recall) and didn’t want to assist.  The BLM ASAC went on to say 
that the BLM SAC will never allow the BLM ASAC to hold the BLM SA accountable because they are 
hunting buddies.  The BLM ASAC went on to say that the BLM SA owns all the tents and hunting camp 
equipment and that the BLM SAC needs the BLM SA to provide the hunting camp for the BLM SAC’s 
hunting trips.  The BLM ASAC also told me of a story where the BLM SA refused to help the BLM ASAC 
drive because the BLM SA was too tired after a big meal and that the BLM SA doesn’t produce any cases 
or make relationships with his co-workers and cooperators in the area.  The BLM ASAC went on to tell 
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me that there is a feud between the BLM SA and the BLM Ranger Supervisor.  The BLM ASAC also 
mentioned to me that prior to the changing of the law enforcement offices within the larger BLM Idaho 
State Office building, a particular BLM Supervisory Ranger would surf sports websites on the internet all 
day and that his non-work activities were often observed by civilian staff in the office and it was 
embarrassing to this BLM ASAC.  The BLM ASAC indicated that the BLM SAC allowed subordinate 
employees to get away with so much because they were also hunting buddies, family friends, and 
something like their children were friends or dating.       
 
This type of talk and what often amounted to workplace gossip went on routinely.  It seemed in general, 
this BLM ASAC (a relatively new supervisor) made a habit of talking about many subordinates in a 
rude/non-flattering way when they were not around.  This conduct also commonly included the BLM 
ASAC talking about other subordinate employees not performing well and not taking his advice as well 
as talking about subordinate employee vanity and over emphasis on money and nice things.  For instance, 
this BLM ASAC spoke poorly of a subordinate Ranger by stating she doesn’t take direction well and that 
she needs the most expensive jogging strollers and loves posting pictures of herself doing handstands, etc.  
Note:  I believed these comments originated out of insecurities on the part of the BLM ASAC.  Therefore, 
when possible, I supported, encouraged, thanked, and bragged on the BLM ASAC when 
possible/appropriate. 
 
Also, during this timeframe, the BLM ASAC openly spoke poorly of, and criticized superiors within the 
agency.  In general, during this timeframe, the BLM ASAC would simply make fun of their work ethic 
and family relationships.   
 
Additionally, during this timeframe, a BLM ASAC told me that when he first was hired as a Ranger, he 
wasn’t aware he had even put in for a law enforcement position. The BLM ASAC told me that it wasn’t 
until the first day at the law enforcement academy that he knew his job was going to include conducting 
law enforcement activities. 
 
Also, during this timeframe, I noticed that my locker, which was located within the law enforcement 
storage cage area of the BLM Idaho State Office had been physically labeled “Redbone XXXXXX.”  
Note:  This label was still present on my locker as of approximately March 12, 2018.  Additional Note:  
To me, based on my upbringing, this was a derogatory term that represented an ignorant, isolated/back-
woods hillbilly and a person of mixed black/white race.  I told the BLM ASAC that I didn’t want to be 
overly sensitive, but with the unprofessional work-place comments (such as tractor face, ret*rd, inbred, 
red-neck, idiot, doucheb*g, overweight woman (Bundy family member) with big jowls, etc.) I felt like me 
and my family were being made fun of and that I thought the BLM ASAC should simply correct the issues, 
and remind the officers this type of activity is unprofessional (of course this implied the BLM ASAC 
shouldn’t be acting this way or instigating the conduct either).  Further Note:  The point of this entry (and 
several others) is to bring attention to this and many other seemingly innocent/ignorant, but certainly 
unprofessional instances where the BLM ASAC and other members of BLM OLES senior law enforcement 
management at one point perpetuated an atmosphere of “horse play” and unprofessional office banter 
based on a sexual, religious, personal appearance, and confidential nature (performance, discipline, 
confidential evaluation and medical material), and at another point “laid down the law” and selectively 
enforced their rules.  I believe once a supervisor starts down the road of horseplay and unprofessional 
office banter, they lose much of their credibility.  It should also be noted that these individuals aren’t my 
friends or peers, they are senior to me and in supervisory positions over me.  This BLM ASAC would 
often talk down and disrespectfully to me (do this or that or I’ll kick your a**, unprofessional sexual, 
body shaming, and inappropriate religious comments), make fun of other fellow employees, act like one 
of the boys, then immediately shift to a strict supervisor and act all professional.  Most times this BLM 
ASAC was polite and professional, then he would suddenly shift to being obnoxious and child-like.   
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On January 7, 2016, at approximately 3:32 p.m., I received an email from a BLM ASAC titled "FW: 
http://rollingstone.com/politics/news/the-dumb-and-the-restless-20160107#ixzz3waaMniEY. (Ref e:rence 
email titled "FW: http://rollingstone.com/politics/news/the-dumb-and-the-restless-
20160107#ixzz3waaMniEY, dated January 7, 2016.) Note: This email contained a link to a Rolling 
Stone article by Matt Taibbi, dated January 7, 2016. Additional Note: This article contained the 
following quotes/partial quotes: "Ammon Bundy and his band of weeping, self-pitying, gun-toting, 
wannabe-terrorist metrosexuals are America's most ridiculous people," "syllable or two if they could 
manage it," "gun-wielding outpatients," "Y'all Qaeda/Vanilla ISIS," and "play chess with menstruating 
women." FmtherNote: I believe this type of email is unprofessional in a federal law enforcement 
workplace, especially when it was shared with a BLM SAC who is a potential trial witness and likely now 
subject to the litigation hold, Discove,y/K...:culpatory Material, FOIA, and is prohibited conduct. 

On Januai.y 8, 2016, at approximately 10:58 a.m., I received an email forward from a BLM ASAC titled 
"FW: What a shame." This email fo1ward was from a likely potential trial witness at referenced a subject 
of the investigation. The na1rntive in the fo1warded email stated "Hahahahaha" and "Oh yeah? Check 
out this one I got from.__..,_,.-_,..__,.-,--""'""""= This email contained the following enclosed links: 
http:/ /www.dailymail.co. uk/news/atticle-33 87117 /Stolen-valor-Militiaman-bodyguard-ranchers-Cliven­
Ammon-Bundy-posing-retired-Marine-served-Afganistan-Iraq-boost-combat-credentials.html and 
http://deadstate.org/oregon-militiamen-turn-on-each-other-as-member-blows-groups-donations-on-booze­
at-a-bar/" 

Quotes in the first of the two links state that Brian Cavalier is a "big-bellied bragga1t" and the second link 
again references "Y'all Qaeda." 

On or about January 10, 2016, at approximately 9:51 a.m., I received an email titled "Re: Militia (PPN) 
confronting FBI at airpo1t,' from a BLM ASAC. Within this email, the BLM ASAC stated the following: 
"So bold. Tums my stomach." 

On or about January 15, 2016, while working in the BLM Idaho State Office located at 1387 S. Vinnell 
Way, Boise, ID 83709, I was jokingly shown an offensive video by a BLM ASAC from Comedy Central, 
the Nightly Show from Januaiy 14, 2016. This video was titled "Militia, D*ldos, & Bernie Sanders 
Surge," (Timeline Talking Point-Please look at this openly available video. I staited more and more to 
come to believe tl1e professional judgement of this BLM ASAC was clouded.) Note: This video 
contained sexually explicit material and profane language and was laughingly shown to me by a BLM 
ASAC, who is my direct supervisor in my office space from a government issued device. Once again, this 
was an instance that was unnecessa,y and disrespectful to the subjects of the investigation and was 
catalogued on a government issued device. Specifically, this video contained several references to dild*s, 
profanity, and very sexually explicit and disrespectful attempts at humor. During this encounter the BLM 
ASAC told me to stand close to him so I could see the video as he made numerous comments on how 
funny if was (both sexually and as makingfim of the subjects of the investigation). During the video, 
armed ladies were staged in what appears to be a post office and were shouting they want d*ldos now. 
Additionally, two armed men were stating they earned their d*ldos and using profanity. Additional 
Note: It is my belief that if this offensive pervasive conduct was discov.ered, it would again tend to 
discredit the professionalism of our agency and is completely inappropriate conduct by a law 
enforcement supervisor. 

On or about January 26, 2016, LaVoy Fini.cum was killed by law enf01cement following an attempted 
traffic stop on Highway 395 between Bums and John Day Oregon. (Timeline Talking Point) Note: This 
is an issue of much controversy, as the investigation by the Deschutes County Oregon Sheriff's Office 
apparently indicated that FBI Agents fired their weapons and then actively and passively attempted to 
deceive investigators. (See openly available news a11icles to include an ai.ticle titled "FBI Agent Charged 
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with Lying About Oregon Standoff Shooting” from the New York Times, dated June 28, 2017, and an 
article from Oregon Live/The Oregonian, dated March 8, 2016, and titled “Full coverage of the LaVoy 
Finicum Shooting Investigation.”)  Note:  On or about the evening of January 26, 2016, I received a 
telephone call on my government cell phone by a BLM ASAC.  During this call, the BLM ASAC 
mistakenly told me that Ryan Bundy had been killed (at some point later I was informed that it was 
actually LaVoy Finicum who had been killed).  I remember I replied with something like “oh no.”  At this 
point in the investigation, due to my research, I felt like I knew Ryan Bundy to some small extent and I 
was aware he had a beautiful family.  I simply felt bad for their loss.  Following that reply, and over the 
next several days, I was discouraged to see how little the BLM ASAC seemed to care about the tragic 
event.  On many occasions, I remembered hearing numerous comments about how actions have 
consequences.  I was disappointed this mindset seemed to be exceptionally cold.  Additionally, I was 
disappointed to hear open apparently ignorant speculation (often by the lead prosecutor) about how 
LaVoy Finicum allegedly treated his foster children like slaves on his ranch/farm and inappropriately 
used the money he received from the government to care for his foster children as some sort of illicit 
income source.  Additional Note:  I believe these were just disrespectful off-the-cuff office comments due 
to Mr. Finicum not being a subject of our investigation in Nevada and the team not having a mandate or 
need to conduct criminal financial research on Mr. Finicum or his family. Further Note:  Following this, 
a BLM ASAC told me that an FBI Group Supervisor in Boise (who is senior to the BLM ASAC) didn’t 
want to openly share with him what she knows.  The BLM ASAC went on to say something like, she likes 
to play she’s got a secret (or something like that) and that she thinks pretty highly of herself.   
 
During this timeframe and before, in part due to the increasing threat situation, BLM law enforcement 
personnel conducted plain clothes security and observation type operations.  Often, these operations 
didn’t involve the officers providing any sort of case documentation (self-initiated reports or gathered 
evidence) and in one case, an operation included an officer receiving a pocket Constitution and having an 
interaction with a subject of the investigation. 
 
On January 30, 2016, at approximately 11:31 a.m., I received an email from a BLM ASAC and 
my direct supervisor titled “Hilarious” that stated “…Smells like personal lubricant and 
sedition…  Too funny.”  This email contained the following link:  
http://www.oregonlive.com/geek/2016/01/this_ammon_bundy_craigslist_ad.html#incart_story_p
ackage.    (Reference email titled “Hilarious,” dated January 30, 2016.)  Note:  I find this us of 
email to potentially be damaging to our efforts and potentially subject to FOIA.  Additional 
Note:  This email was also sent to a BLM SAC (who is a potential trial witness), another BLM 
SA (who is also a potential trial witness), and another BLM Supervisory Ranger.  Further Note:  
This link was from an Oregonian/OREGONLIVE article by Joseph Rose that referenced a 
pretend Craigslist Ad that was attempting to sell Ammon Bundy’s jacket.  This article stated the 
following: “Slightly Used Blue Plaid Wool Jacket. Worn 24 hrs. / day for the last 26 days to weather 
it out in Burns Or. Due to a sudden lifestyle change, I've decided to only wear orange jumpsuits. 
A couple of snags from barbed wire. Some odors of sweat, beef jerky, gun oil, personal lubricant and 
sedition. Includes one pocket copy of the U.S. Constitution. 
Careful wearing this in any western-themed gay bars, because this unit is HOT!!! 
Will consider trade for 200 cartons of cigarettes or some snacks.” 
Further Note:  Once again, I believe this type of email is unprofessional in a federal law enforcement 
workplace, especially when it was shared with a BLM SAC and BLM SA who are potential trial witness 
and likely now subject to the litigation hold, Discovery/Exculpatory Material, FOIA, and is prohibited 
conduct. 
 
On February 4, 2016, at approximately 4:50 p.m., I received an email titled “Fwd:  the indictments for 
the crowd,” from a BLM ASAC.  Note:  This email was sent by the BLM SAC to BLM Region 2 with 
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the narrative "Good news." Additional Note: This email included the following link: 
heep://1111vw.opb.orglnews/series/burns-oregon-standoff-bundy-militia-news-updates/ammon-bundy­
other-militan ts-indicted-on-conspiracy-I#. VrOQ 1 BB06FQ. twitter. 

On or about Februa1y 8, 2016, at approximately 9:30 a.m., a BLM ASAC and I had a meeting with staff 
at the BLM Southern Nevada Disttict Office, located at 4701 N. Ton-ey Pines Dr., Las Vegas, NV 89130. 
Dming this meeting, the BLM ASAC cried and mentioned the frnstration and feeling of abandonment and 
fear for the officers assaulted on Aptil 12, 2014. (Timeline Talking Point) 

On Februa1y 11, 2016, at approximately 6:21 a.m., Ireceived an email from a BLM ASAC titled "Fwd: 
Cliven Bm1dy anested by the FBI." Within this email the BLM ASAC stated: "Looks like the deed is 
done. FBI hooked up Cliven at the Po1tland airpo1t." 

On Febrnaiy 11, 2016, at approximately 9:07 a.m., I received an email titled "Good looking p01trait," 
from a BLM ASAC. Note: This email contained an attached Booking Photograph for Cliven Bundy. 
Additional Note: This email was sent to a BLM SAC/potential trial witness, another BLM SAC, a BLM 
Investigative Technician, a BLM SA/potential trial witness and the BLM Idaho State Chief Ranger. 

On Febrnary 16, 2016, at approximately 3:52 p.m., I received an email from a BLM ASAC titled "RE: 
Detained." The content of the email stated "BAM!!! Nice work." (Reference email titled "RE: 
Detained," dated Febmary 16, 2016.) 

Note: During this timeframe the comments among BLM employees (to include law e1iforcement and 
senior leadership) began to ramp up and I became concerned that unprofessional comments, emails, and 
text messages by quality employees and potential witnesses may have a negative effect on the 
investigation and the BLM's public image. It was apparent that a BLAf ASAC didn't share my same 
concerns. 

Additional Note: During this timeframe, I felt like the inappropriate and unprofessional workplace 
conduct, especially on the part of the BIM ASAC got worse. 

Also, on or about Febrnary 16, 2016, I received a text message from a BLM ASAC that stated the 
following: Thanks XXXXX great to hear from you. ~ sure has a way with words -
explained the collective investigation quite well. b) (Y)(fi) 

Added bonus, Cliven was just detained pending trial." 

The response was the following: "Yea it was almost like. Chapter out of a book! Hee the whole other 
piece!" 

On Febrnary 17, 2016, at approximately 8:37 p.m., I received an email from a BLM ASAC titled "Re: 
Little present for you all." This email contained a link to Federal Indictment in reference to the Cliven 
Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Case for Cliven Bundy, Ryan Bw1dy, Ammon Bundy, Ryan Payne and 
Peter Santilli. The BLM ASAC stated "[f I had a Like button I would press it ... thanks." 
Additionally, at 5:38 a.m., the BLM ASAC email a BLM SA (a victim and potential trial wimess) and 
stated "Drink up buddy." 

On Febrnaiy 17, 2016, at approximately 9:19 p.m., an email titled "Re: FTB" (which would stand for 
fu*k the Bundys) was fo1wai·ded to me by a BLM ASAC. This email was from a quality and hard­
working BLM SA who was a tiial wimess and victim on Ap1il 12, 2014. This email stated the following: 
"makes me wann inside knowing CB (Cliven Bundy) is sh*tting on cold stainless steel." The BLM 
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ASAC responded with the following: “Love you man.  We’re sorry you had to go through all that crap.  
It’s for you guys.”  Note:  Although I could tell this was a touchy subject with the BLM ASAC, I tried to 
simply influence the BLM ASAC to get a reminder out to BLM employees to use professionalism in their 
correspondence due to the FOIA and Discovery/Impeachment Material.  Additional Note:  This email 
also represents another instance of familiarity that this BLM ASAC used with subordinate employees, 
when the BLM ASAC felt like it.  Further Note:  At some point, I was told this particular BLM SA was 
previously friends with a BLM SAC, but had to transfer to get away from him and that now they can’t 
stand each other.    
 
Also, more and more it was becoming apparent that the numerous statements made by potential trial 
witnesses and victims (even under duress), could potentially cast an unfavorable light on the BLM.  (See 
openly available video/audio footage titled “The Bundy Trial 2017 Leaked Fed Body Cam Evidence,” or 
a video posted on You Tube titled “Leaked Body Cams from the Bundy Ranch!” published by Gavin 
Seim.)  Some of these statements included the following: “Are you fucXXXX people stupid or what,” 
“Fat dude, right behind the tree has a long gun,” “MotherFuXXXX, you come find me and you’re gonna 
have hell to pay,” “FatAsX slid down,” “Pretty much a shoot first, ask questions later,” “No gun there.  
He’s just holding his back standing like a sissy,” “She must not be married,” “Shoot his fucXXXX dog 
first,” “We gotta have fucXXXX fire discipline,” and “I’m recording by the way guys, so…”  Additional 
Note:  In this timeframe, a key witness deactivated his body camera.  Further Note:  It became clear to me 
a serious public and professional image problem had developed within the BLM Office of Law 
Enforcement and Security.  I felt I needed to work to correct this and mitigate the damage it no doubt had 
already done.       
    
On February 18, 2016, at approximately 7:30 a.m., I received a cc’d email from a BLM ASAC titled 
“Indictments.”  The content of the email stated, “Cliven Bundy felony…just kind of rolls off the tongue, 
doesn’t it?”  (Reference email titled “Indictments,” dated February 18, 2016.)  Note:  Once again, I find 
this us of email to potentially be damaging to our efforts and potentially subject to FOIA, the Litigation 
Hold, and Discovery.  It seemed like the more I tried to influence the BLM ASAC not to do these types of 
things, the more he did them. 
 
Also, on February 18, 2016, at approximately 1:00 p.m., at the Ada County Idaho Sheriff’s Office, 
located at 7200 Barrister Drive, Boise, ID 83704, a BLM ASAC openly spoke very disrespectfully of a 
subordinate BLM Resident Law Enforcement Ranger.  This BLM ASAC stated several times that he 
hates the BLM Ranger’s facial hair and made a rude comment that was something like, he was going to 
shave that Ranger’s beard and that the BLM Ranger makes the BLM look very unprofessional.  Note:  
This BLM Ranger told me that religiously, he believes it is appropriate to wear beards.  Additional Note:  
The BLM isn’t issued gas masks and doesn’t employ or train for the use of riot control agents such as CS 
gas or operate in a required respirator environment.  Therefore, there is no requirement for a no facial 
hair policy due to concerns of a proper gas mask facial seal.  Further Note:  On March 7, 2017, at 
approximately 2:01 p.m., I received an email from the BLM Duty Officer that contained an attachment 
titled “Facial hair standards for the BLM Law Enforcement Ranger positions.”  This email attachment 
contained Instructional Memorandum (IM) 2017-050, dated February 2, 2017, which in part stated that 
BLM Law Enforcement Rangers were required to have an evenly trimmed beard not to exceed 3/8 inch in 
length and that waivers may be considered for religious reasons, but it required initial compliance with 
the policy prior of any waiver submission.  This IM stated that all waiver requests shall be directed to 
the BLM OLES Director, who will be the deciding official.  Also Note:  On April 5, 2017, at 
approximately 12:36 p.m., I received an email from the BLM Duty Officer titled “IM 2017-059.”  This 
email rescinded the facial hair direction sent out on March 7, 2017.  Please Note:  It was clear to me and 
several others that this new attempted BLM law enforcement policy was directed specifically toward one 
particular BLM Law Enforcement Ranger that wasn’t favored by BLM Law Enforcement Management.   
Continued Note:  Please reference a BLM SAC’s appearance, dress and facial hair during the 2014 Gold 
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Butte Trespass Cattle Impound.  Also note that during a conversation between myself and a BLM SA in 
the afternoon of February 16, 2017, at the Las Vegas U.S. Attorney’s Office, the BLM SA told me that 
prior to the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound, the BLM SAC wanted SAs to grow “Operator 
Beards.”     
 
Additionally,  
 
On or about February 24, 2016, a First Aid/CPR/AED Class was taught at the BLM Idaho State Office, 
located at 1387 S. Vinnell Way, Boise, ID 83709.  During this time, the BLM ASAC grew more and 
more offensive and continually made rude sexually degrading comments (even about a fellow employee).  
Specifically, on this day following this training, the BLM ASAC continually loudly mentioned how 
disgusting one of the female employees in our office was and how he is now forced to look at her big 
disgusting butt crack instead of a “hot” lady who previously conducted the training.  This BLM ASAC 
not only made these comments repeatedly in the office, but in the open hall as well.  This BLM ASAC 
went on to say something of a sexual nature in reference to a baby shower for this BLM employee’s 
daughter, but I walked away and didn’t clearly hear the comments.  Note:  This lady is known to be a 
hard-working and involved employee.  Additionally, this lady has identified as a Christian by using a 
“Jesus Loves You” green, red and blue cup.  (Witness Available, Timeline Talking Point) 
 
Around this time period, I informed a BLM ASAC that as I attempted to disprove likely trial defense 
talking points, I received indications that our agency isn’t following the letter or the intent of our primary 
enabling statute, the Federal Land Management Policy Act (see the detailed discussions later in the 
document and on the separately prepared document).  I told the BLM ASAC that my investigation 
indicated that the BLM isn’t offering any law enforcement contracts to enforce Federal Laws and 
Regulations on Federal Public Lands to local law enforcement officials and that the Federal Land Policy 
Management Act states that the agency “shall” offer those contracts with the intent of “maximum feasible 
reliance” on local law enforcement to enforce Federal Laws and Regulations on Federal Public Lands.  
The ASAC didn’t appear to fully understand what I was talking about.  The ASAC told me that in June 
when I attend the Introduction to Resource Protection Class (IRP), things will likely get cleared up. 
 
Also, around this time-period, a BLM ASAC became more subversive and often openly spoke to me 
disrespectfully of members of BLM leadership.  For instance, the BLM ASAC spoke poorly of the BLM 
OLES Deputy Director (usually by making fun of his hard work ethic), the BLM OPR (Internal Affairs) 
Chief (by calling him “weak” and a “weak sister”), a BLM SAC (vanity and having his judgement 
clouded by his friends that work for him) and the BLM Director (calling him a politician).  Note:  During 
this timeframe, I tried to help the BLM ASAC and simply be nice to him and provide an outlet for him to 
vent his frustrations. 
 
On February 29, 2016, at approximately 3:48 p.m., a BLM ASAC sent me, the prosecution team and 
others and email titled “Ranger photo.”  This email stated the following: “Team In case you were 
wondering what BLM officers are feeling after hearing of the recent news of Cliven’s arrest, I think this 
picture of Ranger XXXX XXXXX pretty much sums it up.  XXX and another Ranger were traveling 
through Nevada a few days ago and wanted to see the wash again to help their mental healing process.  
Thank you all very much for all your determined work on this continued effort.  We all greatly appreciate 
it.”   
 
Following this email, the lead prosecutor replied to the BLM ASAC with the following: “Thank you 
XXXXX.  The officers and employees who were forced to suffer the fear engendered by the indignities 
and violence hurled at them in the wash that day are the reason we are all here – to see justice is done; to 
show that bullies and thugs do not carry the day; to ensure that the rule of law prevails over the rule of the 
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gun.  We all share that goal and are all dedicated to that common cause - - nothing thrown in our way 
matters.  That photo is a great reminder of why we do what we are doing.  Thank you for sharing that.”     
 
On or about March 2, 2016, a Federal Grand Jury for the District of Nevada out of Las Vegas indicted the 
following individuals in reference to USA v. Bundy et al, Case 2:16-cr-00046-GMB-PAL:  Cliven Bundy 
(69, of Bunkerville, NV-originally indicted on February 17, 2016), Ammon Bundy (40, of Emmett, ID-
originally indicted February 17, 2016), Ryan Bundy (43, of Cedar City, UT/Bunkerville, NV-originally 
indicted February 17, 2016), Ryan Payne (31, of Anaconda, MT-originally indicted on February 17, 
2016), Peter Santilli (50, of Cincinnati, OH, originally indicted on February 17, 2016), Brian Cavalier 
(44, of Bunkerville, NV-originally indicted on February 17, 2016), Joseph O’Shaughnessy (45, of 
Cottonwood, AZ-originally indicted on February 17, 2016), Mel Bundy (41, of Bunkerville, NV), Dave 
Harold Bundy (39, of Delta, UT), Gerald Delumus (62, of Rochester, NH), Eric Parker (33, of Hailey, 
ID), Orville Scott Drexler (44, of Challis, ID), Richard Ray Lovelien (53, of Westville, OK), Scott 
Christopher Engel (49, of Boundary County, ID), Steven Arthur Stewart (35, of Hailey, ID), Gregory Paul 
Burleson (53, of Phoenix, AZ), Gregory Paul Burleson (53, of Phoenix, AZ), Jason David Woods (30, of 
Chandler, AZ), Micah McGuire (37, of Chandler, AZ), and Blaine Cooper (36, of Humbolt/Prescott, AZ-
originally indicted on February 17, 2016).   
 
Note:  The following were the charges:  Count 1:  18 USC Conspiracy to Commit a Federal Offense, 
Count 2:  18 USC 372 Conspiracy to Impede a Federal Officer, Count 3:  18 USC 924 (c) Use of a 
Firearm in Relation to a Crime of Violence, Count 4:  18 USC 111 Assault on a Federal Officer 
(Pinkerton), Count 5:  18 USC 111 Assault on a Federal Officer (Pinkerton), Count 6:  18 USC 924 (c) 
Use of a Firearm in Relation to a Crime of Violence, Count 7:  18 USC 115 Threaten a Federal Officer, 
Count 8:  18 USC 115 Threaten a Federal Officer, Count 9:  18 USC 924 (c) Use of a Firearm in 
Relation to a Crime of Violence, Count 10:  18 USC 1503 Obstruction of Justice, Count 11:  18 USC 
1503 Obstruction of Justice, Count 12:  18 USC 1503 Obstruction of Justice, Count 13:  18 USC 1951 
Extortion by Use of Force, Fear, or Violence (Hobbs Extortion), Count 14:  18 USC 1951 Extortion by 
Use of Force, Fear, or Violence (Hobbs Extortion), Count 15:  18 USC 924 (c) 18 USC 924 (c) Use of a 
Firearm in Relation to a Crime of Violence, and Count 16:  18 USC 1952 Interstate Transportation in Aid 
of Racketeering (ITAR).      
 
On March 2, 2016, at approximately 4:24 p.m., I received a cc’d email from a BLM ASAC titled “BLM 
in the house.”  Note:  This email was in reference to participation at the FBI’s Command Post on March 
3, 2016, for the Gold Butte Investigation Arrest Operation.  Some content of the email stated, “Feel free 
to get in touch with us as long as the conversation doesn’t include the words “no bill.””  (Reference email 
titled “BLM in the house,” dated March 2, 2016.)  Note:  This is another example of what I believe is 
unprofessional familiarity on the part of the BLM ASAC. 
 
On March 2, 2016, at approximately 7:19 a.m., I received a text message from a BLM SAC that stated: 
“It’s a beautiful morning fellas!”  A BLM ASAC replied “Hopefully one that will rebalance a little bit of 
history.”  Note:  At this point, the pending arrest operation should have been confidential and on a “need 
to know” basis.  We were specifically tasked with running an independent and confidential investigation.  
This was the most important time to maintain operational security. 
 
On or about March 3, 2016, while at the FBI Command Post located at 1787 W. Lake Blvd., Las Vegas, 
NV 89106, a BLM SAC, a BLM ASAC, and I participated in command post operations and assisted the 
FBI when possible in reference to the suspect arrest operation.  During this operation, the U.S. Attorney’ 
Office/Prosecution Team Staff, the FBI staff and investigative team, and another BLM/Bureau of 
Reclamation (BOR) SA were also present.  While at the FBI Command Post, I believe the BLM ASAC 
conducted himself in an unprofessional and somewhat childish manner taking into account the 
seriousness of the numerous “high risk” nationwide arrest operations.  This BLM ASAC apparently took 
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pleasure in “Xing” and directing me to “X” suspect photos off the target list.  Additionally, Cliven Bundy 
and Eric Parker were “X’ed” across their face as well.  Then, the BLM ASAC photographed these suspect 
photos and despite being told that no photos were allowed in the FBI Command Post and emailed the 
picture of these photo’s out, thereby possibly making the pictures subject to the Litigation Hold, 
Discovery, FOIA, and public scrutiny.  Note:  I would discuss this issue further.  Additional Note:  I felt 
the ASAC’s lightheartedness, unconcerned, and almost festive outward demeanor with respect to the 
seriousness of the “high-risk” wide-ranging arrest operations was completely inappropriate.    
 
Also, on or about March 3, 2016, I overheard part of a conversation between a BLM ASAC and BLM 
SAC where the BLM SAC mentioned to the BLM ASAC, something like he knew that a particular BLM 
SA and likely key trial witness in the BLM SAC’s chain of command didn’t appropriately turn over his 
text messages.  Note:  This date is an approximate and although I am sure of the content that I overheard, 
I can’t be 100% sure of the date.      
 
March 3, 2016, text message (at approximately 6:35 p.m.) back and forth between a BLM ASAC and a 
BLM SAC in which the BLM ASAC stated “This is our view swilling beers on the pool deck.  Not bad 
duty” and “Thanks.  Good Feeling XXXX and I are trying to convince XXXX to get a V over O tattoo,” 
to which the reply was given “I’ll throw in a 40 hr time off award.”  Note:  The “V over O” is in 
reference to Cliven Bundy’s livestock brand.  Additional Note:  This text message now possibly subject to 
Federal Records protections as well as the Litigation Hold.      
 
On March 3, 2016, at approximately 5:13 p.m., I received an email titled “Arrest tracking wall.”  Note:  
This email contained two photographs of 19 subjects of the Gold Butte Investigation with a red “X” 
drawn through each one and two “X’s” drawn through Cliven Bundy and Eric Parker.  Note:  These 
photographs were taken by a BLM ASAC in a “No Photograph” sensitive area within the FBI Las Vegas 
Office’s Command Post during command post operations during the arrest of subjects of this 
investigation.  These photographs were emailed out despite the BLM ASAC being told there were no 
photographs allowed in the area.  This action possibly made the photographs subject to the Litigation 
Hold, Freedom of Information Act Requests, and Trial Discovery.  (Reference email titled “Arrest 
tracking wall,” dated March 3, 2016.) 
 
On March 3, 2016, I also received a voicemail by a BLM ASAC that asked me if I wanted to go look 
“stare” at some “T&A” with the BLM ASAC and a BLM SAC as a celebration.  Note:  Prior to this, just 
outside the hotel lobby, the BLM ASAC told me the BLM SAC was addicted to porn (pornography).  
Additional Note:  Since, I didn’t have a rental car in my name this would mean that in effect, I wasn’t 
really invited to dinner unless I also wanted to go look at some “T&A.”  Further Note:  I am aware T&A 
means t*ts and as*.  Further Note:  At this point, I believed the BLM ASAC was purposely trying to 
discourage me from going to hang out with him and the BLM SAC on this evening in Las Vegas, as they 
celebrated the days previous successful arrest operations.  I also believed the BLM ASAC could have 
been trying to hurt my impression of the BLM SAC.   
 
At some point in this timeframe, a booking photo of Cliven Bundy was prominently displayed in the 
BLM Law Enforcement Supervisor’s Office at the BLM Idaho State Office, located at 1387 S. Vinnell 
Way, Boise, ID 83709, in a location that is clearly visible to civilian employees and office visitors.  (See 
Photograph from April 27, 2017) Note:  I believe this conduct is unprofessional and gives office visitors 
and civilian employees the wrong idea about what our agency is about.  Note:  This booking photograph 
was still prominently displayed as of November 2, 2017.  Additional Note:  Images of this booking photo 
are also on the BLM internal website located at id (\\ilmidso3ds1.blm.doi.nt) (Q:)-so-loc-
law_enforcement, under “Cliven Bundy Booking Photo” and dated February 17, 2016.  Additionally, 
another image is located at \\ilmidso3ds1.blm.doi.nt) (Q:)-so-loc-law_enforcement-Admin “cliven bundy 
arrest mug jpg-320227db4…,” and dated February 26, 2016.  
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Dming this timeframe, under the obse1vation and implied consent of a BLM ASAC, other BLM law 
enforcement employee(s) ret1ieved the logged jail calls ofldaho defendants in order to listen to their 
recorded telephone conversations. Note: The referenced BLM employee(s), were either not involved in 
the investigation or were potential likely witness(s)/v.ictim(s) of the assault on April 12, 2014. Additional 
Note: There were inappropriate comments about subjects of the investigation to include their recorded 
telephone interactions with their spouse(s). Fmther Note: These subjects of the investigation weren't 
being investigated by the BLM They were part of the FBI's subject list and their actions centered around 
their conduct on April 12, 2014. Also Note: The lead prosecutor (AUSA), upon hearing of this activity 
told the BLM ASAC to direct others to stop this f)pe of activity. Additional Note: During this timeframe, 
the BLM ASAC also told me about technical investigative equipment that had been stored in the BLM 
Idaho State Office's Law Enforcement Equipment Storage Cage. This BLM ASAC described to me what 
amounted to a parabolic microphone covert/spy listening device and a bionic ear booster and amplifier. 
The BLM ASAC indicated this old directional eavesdropping microphone and headset allowed for covert 
monitoring of individuals for compliance and law enforcement purposes in the field and around 
campsites and was purchased and used a good while ago by someone who had retired. I told the BLM 
ASAC that this activity would require al since it is basically a search similar to a Title-Ill Wiretap 
since none of the parties in the conversation would have given consent It seemed to me that the BLM 
ASAC didn't understand this. It also seemed to me that although he has no doubt been trained and as a 
knowledge factor of his position, he should understand search, sei=ure and protected communications. 

During this timeframe, the unprofessional language and unprofessional conduct (to include in reference to 
the subjects of the investigation) greatly increased and was apparently condoned by a BLM ASAC, as 
well as openly pa1ticipated in by the BLM ASAC. There was an apparent glee in the office about the 
thought of Cliven Bundy spending the rest of his life in Federal Prison. 

On or about March 8, 2016, the shooting investigation into the death ofLaVoy Finicum was released by 
the Deschutes Comity Oregon She1iff's Office. Reference an article from Oregon Liveffhe Oregonian, 
dated March 8, 2016, and titled "Full coverage of the LaVoy Finicum Shooting Investigation" and note 
the event fromJanua1y 26, 2016. (Timeline Talking Point) 

On or about March 9, 2016, at approximately 7: 12 p.m., I received an email from a BLM ASAC titled 
"Re: Still Sick." Within this email, the BLM ASAC stated the following: Man I wish you could have 
been in court today. Ve1y satisfying." 

On or about March 18, 2016, at approximately 2:40 p.m., I received a text message with a photograph of a 
vehicle that displayed an Idaho III% decal. This text included the following comments from 
senior/supe1visory BLM Law Enforcement Staff: "Time to find a new gym," "Did u put a jllllior ranger 
badge on the windshield" and "Oh man if I had one." Note: This is concerning because the inside of the 
gym makes the parki.ng lot open to observation and the supervismy BLM Law Enforcement Officer 
apparently took the chance oftald.ng this photograph-for non-law enforcement purposes in the open. 
Additionally, I was concerned that this text message would be subject to a Litigation Hold and Discovery. 

At some point near this time, I was told by a BLM SA of an exceptionally rude and disrespectful 
photoshopped seties of photographs that were circulated by BLM Law Enforcement regarding a subject 
of this investigation. Note: I found out that one of these photoshopped photographs reportedly included 
Ryan Bundy holding up a giant pen *s in front of "The West Has Now Been Won" sign on April 12, 2014. 
It is my opinion that this series of photographs would possibly undennine prosecution efforts and public 
outreach eff01ts as well as discredit BLM's Law Enforcement Program. Note: It appeared to me that 
BLM supervision was aware of this incident previously. Additional Note: Even with knowledge of this 
issue, it was apparent to me that BLM Law Enforcement Supervision was unwilling to give additional 
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training, send out a reminder or give additional guidance on problematic issues such as this as they 
relate to public perception, ethics, discovery material, and the litigation hold. Fmther Note: The emails 
containing these photographs were not viewed in the Discovery email review. I began to think they may 
have been unlmefully deleted. Also Note: Later, I found out these photos were sent by text message, not 
email. 

Dming this timeframe, the BLM ASAC told me that he could tell something was bothe1ing me and he 
could see my frustration in my face. Note: Please reference the unprofessional workplace conduct and 
frankly sometimes unbelievable case related discoveries during the course of this investigation. 

Later on, in March of 2016, I had an emotional conversation with a BLM ASAC in which I informed him 
of my displeasure with many actions (including his) that I believe are m1professional and to the pubhc 
would discredit the agency and this investigation as well as make us look bias. Additionally, I was 
concerned of any crossover with these emails, texts, etc. and impacts with the Discove1y Material and the 
Litigation Hold. I told the BLM ASAC that I don't want to be overly sensitive, but when employees say 
such degrading things about the subject's appearance, backgrom1d, and religion, it feels like they are 
making fun of me and my family. I told the BLM ASAC that I know the individuals who are doing it are 
good people, but they need some guidance. I told the BLM ASAC that these issues and what I have 
learned as the case agent for this investigation made me uncomf01table with the BLM as a whole and I 
would sta1t looking for other positions. The BLM ASAC pleaded with me not look for other employment 
and told me no one would do as good of a job and no one knew the case like me. I recommended to the 
BLM ASAC that we talk to or give some additional guidance to the agency as a whole regarding these 
issues. The BLM ASAC appeared to be concerned and was apologetic, respectful, and polite. The BLM 
ASAC politely told me that he assumed too much familiarity with me. The BLM ASAC asked me what I 
would tell people ifl did leave. The BLM ASAC also continually asked me not to leave and apologized. 
Note: Even currently, the ELM ASAC and Senior ELM Law Enforcement Management apparently 
haven't offered any guidance to junior staff on these issues. Since then, ELM Law Enforcement 
Supervisory Staff has had the ability to schedule training or speak to these issues at two annual in-service 
training sessions, the Introduction to Resource Protection (IRP) training class, and almost anytime 
through email or conference calls. 

Note: The ELM ASAC apologized and basically told me it wouldn't happen again. I forgave him. 

Approximately dming this timefrarne, a BLM ASAC and I were conducting an approximate 5,000 
dispatch audio file review as a virtual last-minute assignment from the Nevada U.S. Attorney's 
Prosecution Team. During this assignment, I noticed that the three key days of dispatch audio files 
weren't included in these files. On one of the key events, a dispatcher mistakenly ( or pmposely-directed 
by a supervisor) directed officers to the non-recorded "Tac" or "Tactical" channel and on the other two 
key instances simple human e1rnr that included a hard drive being "accidently" unplugged from the 
dispatch computer was suspected (or prnposely done or directed). Note: Although I don't in my heart 
believe there was any wrong doing, I do believe this instance should be investigated from outside the 
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agency.  It should be noted that the three instances described above are the three and only three most key 
instances in the entire 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound Operation and took place on April 6, 
2014 (Arrest of Dave Bundy), April 9, 2014 (Tasing of Ammon Bundy and Throwing/Pushing Down of 
Margaret Bundy Houston), and April 12, 2014 (Stand-Off and Assault on Federal Officers at the I-15 
Bridges).  Additional Note:  During this timeframe, a BLM ASAC became less and less interested in 
working on the case and gravitated more and more to attending voluntary non-case related meetings and 
training.  This ASAC also told me that back in the summer of 2014, he saw these same audio files while he 
was at the FBI Office, but it was too much for him to want to do at the time.   Further Note:  Some 
instances during the Dispatch Audio File Review appeared to indicate that the National Park 
Service/U.S. Park Police Special Event Tactical Team may have been running some sort of road check 
point operation on a particular county or state maintained road in the area.  
 
On or about May 6, 2016, while departing Idaho Falls, Idaho following the required annual in-service law 
enforcement training, a BLM ASAC spoke poorly of Mormons.  He told me to look around at all the 
agriculture, specifically the barley.  The BLM ASAC went on to say that although Mormons believe you 
shouldn’t drink beer, they are selling the barley to Coors (I believe) and they have no problem with that or 
making money on beer manufacture.  The BLM ASAC indicated the Mormons were hypocrites.      
 
On or about May 12, 2016, or May 13, 2016, I received the Department of Interior Honor Award for 
Superior Service and a $5,000.00 Special Thanks for Achievement Award (STAR) Performance cash 
award (SF-50 Notification of Personnel Action dated May 27, 2016-award recommended on April 26, 
2016) presented by the BLM Director for my role as Case Agent/Lead Investigator.  Many times, during 
this week, a SAC, ASAC, and Director of OLES told me what a great job I was doing.  Additionally, the 
ASAC told me he was going to put me in for Special Agent of the Year for 2016 (which would be 
awarded in the spring of 2017).  Several times throughout the day, the BLM ASAC jokingly told others in 
the BLM OLES Directors Office (where the Special Agent of the Year plaque was displayed) that they 
misspelled my name on the plaque.  Note:  Additionally, on this day, a BLM ASAC was given what 
appeared to be the same award for his participation in the investigation as the “co-case agent.”  
Additional Note:  Please read the award narrative.  I would like to speak about this further.  Reference an 
email titled “Recognition,” dated May 18, 2016, at 9:40 a.m., from a BLM SAC to BLM Region 2 Law 
Enforcement and others.   
  
Enclosed below is the narrative for the DOI Honor Award for Superior Service awarded to me and the 
BLM ASAC by the BLM Director (copy available):   
 
“In recognition of his outstanding contribution to the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Land 
Management in defending the rule of law and protecting public lands on behalf of the American people. 
 
On April 12, 2014, gunmen led a massive assault against Federal law enforcement officers near 
Bunkerville, Nevada in order to thwart a court ordered seizure and removal of trespass cattle from public 
lands.  Outnumbered by more than 4:1 and unwilling to risk the lives of hundreds of children and 
unarmed bystanders in the gunmen’s midst, Federal law enforcement officers exercised heroic restraint by 
electing to withdraw from the area instead of engaging their assailants.  Soon after the events of April 12, 
2014, the Bureau of Land Management was asked to assist the United States Attorney’s Office (USAO) 
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) in the investigation of the armed assault.  Special Agent 
(SA) XXXXX (or Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge (ASAC) XXXX -can substitute interchangeably in 
the award narrative) was one of an extremely small contingent of Bureau law enforcement officers asked 
to support that effort.  SA/ASAC XXXX agreed without hesitation, immediately putting his life on hold 
and traveling to Nevada to begin coordinating with the USAO and the FBI.  Within days, SA/ASAC 
XXXX would assume the role of (lead/co-case agent) for the Bureau component of the case; supporting 
an investigative effort that would consume his life and the life of his family for the next two years.  Over 
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the course of that time, SA/ASAC XXXX played an instrumental role in critical aspects of the case to 
include authoring a comprehensive case report containing over 500 exhibits detailing a twenty-year 
history of trespass; reviewing hundreds of hours of video evidence to identify suspects and build probable 
cause; and managing a comprehensive collection and review of case-related email and text messages 
linked to more than 200 Federal personnel involved in the operation.  While prosecution of the crimes 
committed on April 12, 2014 has only begun, the tireless efforts and unwavering commitment of 
SA/ASAC XXXX ensured those responsible could be apprehended and held accountable for their actions.  
For these contributions, and with a deep appreciation for the sacrifices he made on behalf of the Bureau, 
XXXXXX is granted the Superior Service Award of the Department of the Interior.”  
 
Note:  On or about May 1, 2017, I photographed the displayed citation of a BLM ASAC.  This was the 
first time I read the BLM ASAC’s award citation.  I would like to talk about this further. 
 
Further Note:  During our interaction in Washington DC, the BLM ASAC observed another BLM SSA that 
is assigned to the Bureau of Reclamation as a Regional Special Agent.  This Regional Special Agent 
(RSA) is of the same pay grade (GS-13) as the BLM ASAC and senior to me and a previous friendly 
acquaintance of mine from a previous agency.  It appeared the BLM ASAC didn’t think highly of this RSA 
and on several occasions the BLM ASAC openly spoke poorly of him even after I told him the RSA and I 
were friends and I though the RSA had a solid reputation of being a hard worker.  This BLM ASAC talked 
about how the RSA is never happy and he is making people mad and that he consistently seeks to get 
promoted and jumps agencies and that he always wants the next best thing and is never happy.       
 
From May 22, 2016, to June 4, 2016, I participated in a saturation patrol operation in Arizona along the 
Southern border of the United States.  (Timeline Talking Point)       
 
In late May of 2016, while in Arizona for a detailed operation, I overheard some unknown BLM Law 
Enforcement Officers/Agent talk about a BLM SAC.  One of the officers stated that he was told to put 
down less hours than he actually worked in reference to the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound 
Operation due to administrative requirements such as work rest guidelines.  Another officer stated that 
while at the Burning Man Event (I believe sometime prior to 2014), he was part of a team that made an 
arrest and needed to speak with the AUSA and that the AUSA was requested over the radio.  The officer 
said that the BLM SAC got on the radio (sounding impaired) and stated that the AUSA was in no 
condition to go anywhere.  The officer further indicated that the BLM SAC and the AUSA had been 
drinking.  This officer also mentioned something about believing the BLM SAC and the AUSA had sex 
and that was the reason the BLM SAC/AUSA wasn’t available.  Additionally, one of the officers said that 
the BLM SAC told the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department/Clark County Sheriff “F-You, we 
don’t need you anyway.  I have the FBI” in reference to the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound.   
Note:  See the Public version of the Investigative Report of Ethical Violations and Misconduct by Bureau 
of Land Management Officials posted January 30, 2017, in which a BLM SAC claimed 24 hours of 
official work time for three days in a row.  Additional Note:  As soon as I returned from Arizona, I 
reported what I had heard to a BLM ASAC.  Note:  In my opinion, this accusation didn’t surprise the 
ASAC. 
 
On May 23, 2016, at approximately 11:51 a.m., the BLM Director sent out an email to BLM employees 
titled “Promoting an Ethical Culture.”  This email stated: “Please take a few minutes to review the 
attached memo and materials.”  This email contained attachments titled “Promoting an Ethical Culture” 
and “14 General Principles.”   
 
On May 23, 2016, at approximately 2:01 p.m., the BLM Duty Officer sent out an email from the BLM 
OLES Deputy Director that contained an attachment memorandum that was previously dated May 20, 
2016, and titled “Promoting an Ethical Culture” and also contained an attachment titled “14 General 
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Principles.”  The body of the email from the BLM OLES Deputy Director stated the following: “All 
LEOs, While I realize each of us is already required to review and sign the Law Enforcement Code of 
Conduct annually, we’ve been asked to ensure all LEOs also receive a copy of Director XXXX 
XXXXXXX’s “Ethical Culture” memo (attached below).  Our apologies if you’ve already received these 
materials through other channels.  Thanks.” 
 
Note:  The memorandum titled “Promoting an Ethical Culture” indicated that employees are to treat 
each other and the public with dignity and respect.  The memo also indicated that each employee is 
expected to be thoroughly familiar with and observe all ethics laws and regulations.  The memo stated the 
BLM Director expected managers and supervisors to provide exemplary leadership in this regard.    
 
In June of 2016, the BLM stood up the Threat Mitigation Unit (TMU) in response to a rise in threats 
against public land employees and their resources.  The TMU’s mission was to provide strategic and 
operational support to the BLM, to include threat analysis and mitigation strategies for the security and 
safety of BLM personnel, facilities, resources, visitors, and partners (-Per a BLM SA).  A BLM SAC was 
named to head the TMU.  Note:  During follow-on discussion with a BLM ASAC, the BLM ASAC told me 
that the BLM put the BLM SAC as the head of the TMU to hide him.  Note:  Although I understand why 
the TMU was created and I understand expectations of privacy for citizens, I am concerned of BLM 
“mission creep” and the associated perception of the TMU (especially managed by this particular BLM 
SAC) to the public in reference to intelligence gathering on Constitutionally protected activities.  
Additional Note:  I would like to discuss this topic further.  Further Note:  Reference an article titled 
“BLM agent in charge during 2014 Bundy standoff gets new security job with agency,” dated May 25, 
2016, by Henry Brean of the Las Vegas Review Journal and an article titled “Widely criticized BLM 
security agent gets promoted,” dated June 10, 2016, by Thomas Mitchell of the Mesquite Local News.  
Also Note:  These intelligence type gathering activities were evidently controversial enough to be 
prohibited by other agencies to include the FBI and the BLM was operating outside of any approved 
policy on these activities. 
  
On or about June 10, 2016, at approximately 3:17 p.m., I received a text message by a Senior BLM 
Supervisory Law Enforcement Officer that contained responses by other Senior BLM Supervisory Law 
Enforcement Officers.  This text contained a photograph of the Constitution and a statement of “WTF?!?!  
Provided for reading pleasure in my hotel room in UT!” (with a mad face and flame emoji) and the 
following responses: “Ha! Is that Cliven (Bundy) on the cover?” and “Property clause conveniently 
omitted” in which I replied, “Please take me off this group chat.”  
 
At some point in this timeframe, a DOI Solicitor came by the office and asked about a particular BLM 
SAC “going native” and “partying with the Burners” at Burning Man.  Additionally, during a 
conversation about BLM Law Enforcement’s primary enabling statute (Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act/43 USC 1733 (c) (1)).  The Solicitor told be the law was problematic and confusing. 
 
From June 27, 2016, to July 1, 2016, I attended the BLM’s Introduction to Resource Protection (IRP) 
Class at Gowen Field in Boise, ID.  During this training, the instructors completely avoided the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) /43 USC 1733 (c) (1) the “shall” offer and “maximum 
feasible reliance” language and skipped out of order to 43 USC 1733 (c) (2) to the “may authorize” 
language of the Act.  When I asked a question about the issue and how I should testify in court, the 
instructor only told me to just not to get into it on the stand.  When I asked if the instructor could testify, 
he jokingly said that he would be on vacation that day.      
Note:  This class is a mandatory class for all BLM Law Enforcement new hires and in general is required 
within the first one or two years of employment, but has been postponed in recent years.  Additional Note:  
It is my belief that these instructors are very good officers and generally very proficient in their duties.  
However, I believe they simply are uncomfortable and unsure about any questions related to FLPMA.  
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Additional Note:  The other more senior BLM Agents I spoke with about this issue were confused, 
concerned, and generally they thought the BLM isn’t following the law and that the law is worded in a 
problematic way.   
 
Further Note:  Talking Points for the “Knowing and Willful” of Class A Misdemeanors and Off-Highway 
Vehicles.  I would like to talk about this further.  My research has indicated that it has likely been 
condoned or otherwise encouraged by BLM law enforcement management to utilize Off-Highway 
Vehicle (OHV) designations for traffic citations/violation notices on common road bound passenger 
vehicles wrote/issued on paved roads (interstates/state highways/county roads) in order to indicate to 
those officials that review BLM enforcement records that enforcement actions are consistent with BLM’s 
mandate of the protection of Federal Public Lands and resources.  Note:  On June 27, 2016, during the 
Introduction to Resource Protection Training Class, it was reiterated that BLM traffic enforcement ability 
extends to any motor vehicle “capable” of off-road travel.  Additional Note:  On July 13, 2017, I 
completed a DOI Learn online training course titled “Overview of Off-Highway Vehicles.”  This course 
affirmed part of this guidance, but disputed part of the guidance which made the right of way language 
important in this assumption.  Regardless, the spirit of writing a violation notice to a speeding vehicle on 
an interstate, state or county highway/road and calling a speeding passenger car a “motor vehicle 
capable of off road travel” for reporting purposes appears purposely deceptive.        
   
On July 1, 2016, near the conclusion of IRP, I received a Glock 42 pistol presented by a BLM SAC as 
appreciation from BLM Officers and Agents for my role as the DOI Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the 
Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Nevada Investigation.  A BLM ASAC also received a knife in appreciation for 
his assistance as well.  Additionally, an email titled “Re:  Thank you R2!!!!” was sent out.  This email 
included the following content: “We presented a Glock 42 .380 to  and a Knives of Alaska knife to 
XXXX for all the hard work on their current case.  They wanted to pass on their appreciation to you all.  
Thank you and have a safe holiday weekend.”  (Reference email titled “Re:  Thank you R2!!!!,” dated 
July 1, 2016, at 12:23 p.m., from a BLM SAC to BLM Region 2 Law Enforcement and others.)  
 
On July 5, 2016, at approximately 2:13 p.m., I received a reply “cc” to an email titled “RE: Thank you 
R2,” from a BLM ASAC to another BLM Special Agent.  In this email, the BLM Special Agent told me 
and the BLM ASAC the following: “Congrats to you two and thanks for all the hard work on that case!”  
The BLM ASAC responded with the following: “Thanks XX.  I heart U.”  Note:  I believe once again 
represents the example of the improper level of familiarity and professionalism the BLM ASAC uses with 
agency subordinates and others.   
 
On August 1, 2016, at approximately 2:04 p.m., I received an email titled “Fwd:  Presentation – 
Sovereign Citizens, Militia Extremists & Other Anti-Government Organizations,” from a BLM SA.  
Note:  This email referenced BLM recommended training by JJ MacNab on August 10, 2017, in Worland, 
WY.  Additional Note:  Later, I was told that JJ MacNab was in some way paid by the BLM.  Further 
Note:  JJ MacNab is referenced in numerous official BLM emails from 2013 to 2017.  Also Note:  JJ 
Macnab was critical and insulting in reference to my disclosure to National Criminal Discovery 
Coordinator, Associate Deputy Attorney General Andrew Goldsmith and the U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Professional Responsibility from November of 2017.  (Timeline Talking Point) 
  
On August 5, 2016, I received an email titled “Re:  Thank You” in reference to my email thanks to a 
BLM SAC for a Letter of Appreciation and a Kershaw Knife.  The content of the letter stated “You’re 
most welcome.  Thanks for all you do to keep our employees safe.”  (Reference email titled “Re:  Thank 
You,” dated August 5, 2016, at 5:13 a.m.)  Note:  This email was in response to a knife and a letter of 
appreciation I received from the BLM SAC. 
 

(b) (7)
(C)
(b) (7)
(C)
(b) (7)
(C)
(b) (7)
(C)
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At some point following the IRP Training, a BLM ASAC asked me if IRP cleared up my understanding 
of our agency and FLPMA.  I told the ASAC it didn’t. 
 
At some point during this timeframe, I was told (by a BLM ASAC or BLM SA-I think), of a senior BLM 
law enforcement official that engaged in some sort of ticket/citation competition during the Imperial Sand 
Dunes/Glamis Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) and All-Terrain Vehicle (ATV) events.  This individual told 
me that over one weekend, this BLM official wrote over 100 tickets.  Note:  Generally, BLM Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) regulations are Class A Misdemeanors (unless written under the Taylor 
Grazing Act) which require a “knowing and willing” frame of mind on behalf of the violator.  Additional 
Note:  On June 27, 2016, during the Introduction to Resource Protection training class, the instructor 
stated that BLM law enforcement officers have the duty to use the lowest penalty that will accomplish the 
mission.  Additional Note:  In the areas that I have worked, the USAOs dissuade mass Federal ticket 
writing endeavors such as the one described above and in fact dismiss the majority of the tickets.  Further 
Note:  The specifics of this allegation should be searchable in the DOI Incident Management and 
Reporting System (IMARS).  
 
At some point, a BLM ASAC told me an awkward story about a senior coworker that went to the BLM’s 
Washington DC Office for a special security mobilization following September 11, 2001 (I think).  This 
story included details about this law enforcement officer going into a broom closet at the BLM National 
Office late at night and m*sterbating while he was on security duty.  Note:  I’m not sure what the point of 
this conversation was, but I am sure it was entirely unprofessional and inappropriate.     
 
On or about August 25, 2016, at approximately 5:26 p.m., I received an email from a BLM ASAC titled 
“Quick Question” in reference to an AUSA.  This email stated the following: “So classic.  I’ll ignore your 
request but answer me right away.  Good times.”  (Timeline Talking Point) 
 
On or about September 30, 2016, at approximately 8:48 a.m., I received an email titled “Prep for EPAPs” 
from a BLM ASAC.  This email stated the following:   
 
“Fellas Please prepare a list of accomplishments from this past fiscal year and email it to me by the end of 
next week.  Thank you. 
 
You all make my job very easy.  I appreciate you.” 
  
During approximately October of 2016, while eating lunch with other co-workers and BLM supervisors 
in the office, the subject of a BLM SAC came up.  Another BLM SAC stated that the BLM SAC 
informed all the other senior staff “I’m back bitches” in response to him assuming some sort of duties 
(believed to be the TMU).  Additionally, the BLM SAC indicated that BLM SAC kept a “Kill Book” on 
his desk that had the information of the individuals that committed suicide in reference to cases that he led 
(See Operation Cerberus Action out of Blanding, Utah and the death of Dr. Redd Federal Civil Case).  
The SAC also stated that the BLM SAC kept a “Failure Rock” on his desk to remind him of the times that 
his subordinates failed him at Burning Man.  The SAC continued by indicating that the SAC at one point 
threatened to fire all his subordinates for disappointing him.  The BLM SAC also told me that the other 
BLM SAC would refer to is Native American Procurement Analyst as his drunk little Indian and that this 
BLM SAC had some sort of Native American doll hanging up in his office.  Note:  In my knowledge of 
reputations, experience, and limited interaction with the subordinates that the SAC was referring to, all 
the indications are these employees, agents and officers are very solid performers and among the best in 
the agency.  Additionally, a BLM ASAC also indicated that during a briefing for Operation Cerberus 
Action the ASAC attended, the BLM SAC was so arrogant that he told the people that were helping him, 
that the operation was a once in a career opportunity for them.  Also, the BLM ASAC told me the BLM 
SAC treats his people poorly and works them into the ground, then takes all the glory.  At some point 
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following this conversation, I told the BLM ASAC that the BLM SAC had always been polite and 
respectful to me on the few occasions that I spoke to him and the ASAC replied “of course he was.”  
Note:  I took this comment to imply that since I am the case agent/lead investigator for the Gold 
Butte/Cliven Bundy case, this central figure in the case would “of course” be respectful and nice to me. 
 
Also, during this timeframe, the topic of community outreach and broadcasting the appropriate message 
on behalf of the BLM and its mission in a timely manner came-up while I was eating lunch with a BLM 
SAC and BLM ASAC in the BLM Law Enforcement Office portion of the BLM Idaho State Office.  The 
BLM SAC, who played an important role in the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound openly 
mentioned something like the public affairs women who were on the ground in Bunkerville, just sat 
around crying and they were frustrated due to higher level headquarters not being responsive and not 
allowing them to get out their own public message.  Therefore, the Bundy Supporter message was the 
only message getting out.  Therefore, that is what the public likely believed.  Note:  Once again, I thought 
this comment was disrespectful, but didn’t think it was on purpose.  Additional Note:  I mentioned the 
lack of timely and accurate government public affairs/press outreach on a paper called “Lessons 
Learned.”  This paper, along with many other items were seized from me on February 18, 2017.    
 
During this timeframe, a BLM ASAC told me to put together a list of accomplishments for calendar year 
2016.  Just prior to finishing this list of accomplishments, the BLM ASAC told me not to spend very 
much time on it and just put together a couple of bullet points.  Since I was almost complete with a more 
comprehensive document, I went ahead and emailed it to the BLM ASAC.  Shortly after this, a BLM SA 
told me something along the lines of thanks, XXXXX (the BLM ASAC) is now making me go back and 
add some more stuff to my list of accomplishments.  Following this, the BLM ASAC came into my office 
and told me another SA in our area which he supervises wouldn’t be getting a performance award.  Note:  
The BLM ASAC went on to tell me that before I got to the BLM Idaho State Office, he and one of the other 
two BLM Special Agents that he supervises had to drive to Salt Lake City (I think) for an operation.  The 
BLM ASAC complained to me that after a large lunch, the subordinate BLM SA told the BLM ASAC that 
he was too tired to drive and just went to sleep in the vehicle and left all the driving to the BLM ASAC.  
The BLM ASAC went on to further indicate the other subordinate BLM SA was friends with the BLM SAC 
and long-time hunting buddies and there was nothing the BLM ASAC could do.   Additional Note:  
Reference an email titled “EPAP FY 2016 Accomplishments” dated October 4, 2016. 
 
At some point in this timeframe, a BLM SA told me that he was at an operations briefing for the 2014 
Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound and while a ASAC was briefing the audience, the BLM SAC 
basically interrupted him and pushed him aside and said “What XXXXXXX is trying to say is that we are 
going to go out there and kick Cliven Bundy in the teeth (or mouth) and take his cows.”  Following the 
discovery of this exculpatory statement, I informed the BLM ASAC.  The BLM ASAC didn’t seem 
surprised or concerned.    
 
At some point, while completing Discovery Review of Instant Chat (real time) Type messages between 
two likely witnesses.  I observed a comment that indicated during the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle 
Impound that a BLM Supervisory Officer was going to go “jack up” Hage.   Note:  This item is believed 
to reference Wayne Hage Jr and related to a pending Civil Case between the Hage family and the 
Federal Government.  Additional Note:  I believed this type of action and documented response could be 
damaging to the governments civil court case as well as damaging to potential witnesses in the Bundy 
criminal trial.  During this timeframe, I once again asked my supervision to remind and/or offer follow-
on training to our officers and agents regarding this sort of damaging and potentially discoverable 
communication.  Further Note:  I couldn’t remember specifics about this instance.  I recommend the 
specific items are pulled up and reviewed.  Also Note:  Some limited open source information with 
unknown reliability about Wayne Hage and Wayne Hage Jr is available in a Fox News special titled 
“Enemy of the State” which aired on or about March 7, 2015.  
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At some point dilling this timeframe I was also told of a BLM SAC that had rough, bleeding an*l s*x 
with a subordinate civilian co-worker, who was evidently not in the BLM SAC's chain of command, but 
played some s01t of role in the Burning Man Event. Note: More and more, I was told of inappropriate 
issues with a BLM SAC Sometimes, the reporting parties seemed to not like the BLM SAC and 
sometimes the reporting parties seemed like they thought the BLM SAC was cool and his actions were to 
be celebrated. 

Note: During this timeframe, !just got tired of being around and eating long lunches with certain BLM 
Law Enforcement Supervisors due to the content of the discussions, which I thought was inappropriate 
and disrespectful. Additionally, I was very busy, and I didn 't have time to waste or use for office 
visitation. 

On or about October 13, 2016, dming a telephone call with the lead prosecutor between a BLM ASAC 
and myself (on speaker phone), I came to believe that the prosecution team wasn't aware of the above 
mentioned potentially exculpatory mate1ial and other material that tended to potentially discredit the star 
witness, (a BLM SAC) and possibly embaITass the BLM as a whole. I believed this information risked 
tainting the whole case for the jury. I infonned the lead prosecutor of the infonnation that I had been told 
or othe1wise overheard regarding the BLM SAC in OJder for the prosecution team to be able to better 
prepare for pre-ttial witness interviews and follow-up with the BLM SAC and others reg__arding any 
potential issues. During and following this conversation, it was clear to me that the BLM ASAC didn't 
approve of the notification I gave to the lead prosecutor. It also appeared clear to me that the BLM 
ASAC hadn't infonned the prosecutor or kept the prosecutor up to date on these issues. During the 
conversation, the BLM ASAC acted surprised and as if he hadn't heard of those issues in the past. I 
informed both the lead prosecutor and the BLM ASAC that if what I heard about the BLM SAC is trne, 
then he is a text book example of how not to lead. 

On or about October 14, 2016, during a conference call between myself, the BLM ASAC, the lead 
prosecutor, another AUSA, and an FBI SA (who was silent during the phone call, but indicated as a 
pa1ticipant byl I outlined the details regarding tlte BLM SAC that I was told 
directly or overlieard. Note: During this conference call, it was my opinion that the BLM ASAC tried to 
distance himself and seem ignorant of the material that I discussed. It should be noted that I had 
previous~y reported each and eve1y issue to the BLM ASAC or in many cases, the BLM ASAC was either 
with me when I ,ms informed of the incidents or was himself a reporting party to me about the events. 
Additional Note: Mv notes regarding this conference call were sei=edfrom me by the BLM ASAC on 
Februmy 21, 2017, folloiring my removal from the case. FUlther Note: During this conference call, in 
an attempt to make light of what I was telling the prosecutors, the BLM ASAC called an Assistant United 
States Attorney (who is also a wife and a rnother), a "Little Hussy." Also Note: There should be an FBI 
302 Activity/Interview report available for this conference call. 

Please Note: I stated in this email to the BLM ASAC the following: "Here is the 
information they (the USAO 's Prosecution Team) requested today. Please send it to them anytime you. 
see fit. Please also do any follow-up you see fit. Additional~y, I directed the USAO 's attention to a few 
items that may also be potentially problematic and tend to dispute some previously issued talking points. 
Additional Note: An important bit of information may be if the BLM ASAC ever forwarded this email to 
the prosecution team. FUlther Note: The BLM ASAC previously wanted the duty of US. Attorney's 
Office, BLM Management, and outside agency coordination. Also Note: During the conversation, the 
lead prosecutor asked me who told me about the issues (described below). I told the lead prosecutor that 
I was uncomfortable revealing the sources of the information. {These sources were specifically known 
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and also disclosed to the BLM ASAC, who was physically next to me and participating in the conference 
call. This BLM ASAC wanted to be the one that directly coordinated with and briefed the US. Attomey's 
Office and BLM Higher Headquarters. It should be noted that these sources were supervisors and 
senior/seasoned personnel within BLM OLES and one of the key sources was the BLM ASA C's 
daughter's godfather and close personal friend of the BLM ASAC.) Following this telephone conference 
call, I had a discussion with the BLM ASAC that indicated I shouldn't be the one to reveal the names of 
sources to the lead prosecutor. The implication was that the information should most appropriately come 
from the BLM ASAC. At the end of the conversation, I had the impression that the BLM ASAC would 
appropriately take care of the disclosures of these more senior agency personnel in a discrete and 
sensitive way and get the prosecutors the information they needed to know. Additionally, I felt I needed 
to do some additional back ground research and.find out s01ne specifics about the individuals who were 
likely the direct witnesses to these issues (also see below). It should be noted that once I discovered the 
additional information, in eve1y case I almost immediately (within 24 hours) notified the BLM ASAC. 

(Please also note that on October 19, 2016, at approximately 2:29 p.m., a BLM ASAC sent the Nevada 
U.S. Attorney's Office Lead Prosecutor and another AUSA an email titled "Information you requested 
fromL regarding Friday's phone call." 

(b) (7) 
This (m).ail stated the following: "I finished outl___ to-do list from Friday's phone call. Attached! is the 
infom1ation discussed with the attachments Y01tf1ttl}lested. They are already in your discove1y 
information, but they are pulled out separately for your ease ofreview. Please let me know if you need 
anything else." 

Note: This email included the email by me to the BLM ASAC titled "Information Requested Today' dated 
October 14, 2016 at approximately 6: 15 p.m. However, the BLM ASAC deleted the following: "Here is 
the information they requested today. Please send it them anytime you see fit. Please also do any follow­
up you see fit. " (I believe this was another deliberate attempt by the BLM ASAC to seem ignorant about 
the rep01ted and indicated 1nisconduct and was an effort to avoid doing the required follow-up or to avoid 
instigating the necessaiy superviso1y management notifications and internal investigations.) 

Additional Note: This email contained the following.five attachments: Email chain titled "cattle trespass 
map," .from March 29, 2014 (between a BLM SAC, the BLM Nevada State Director, the BLM Southern 
Nevada District Manager, and the BLM Deputy Director and a BLM Public Affairs Specialist), an email 
titled "Fwd:" which contained attached a pdf titled "Email Con'espondence," (sent from a BLM SAC to 
the BLM Southern Nevada District Chief Ranger, the BLM Utah ASAC, a BLM Associate District 
Manager for the BLM Southern Nevada District, a NPS Chief Ranger, the BLM ASA Cf or Nevada and a 
BLM Field Staff Ranger), an email titled "Re: Impoundment- USAO policy re: arrests and citations," 
from a BLMSAC to the BLM OLES Director, dated March 26, 2014, at approximately 7:07 p.m., (which 
contained an imbedded email titled "Impoundment- USAO policy re: an-ests and citations (from a 
Nevada A USA to a BLM SAC, the BLM Southern Nevada District Chief Ranger, the BLM Nevada ASA C 
and the BLM Utah ASAC, "cc'd" to the District of Nevada US. Attorney, an AUSA (I believe the Nevada 
Civil Chief) and two other individuals which I believe are Nevada AUSAs}, an email titled "Brief back 
mission 027: sensor redeployment," dated April 8, 2014, at approximate(y 2:44 a.m. (from a NPSIUSPP 
SETT Team Member to two additional SETT Members and a BLM SA}, and an email titled "Re: SETT 
staying on site LAKE," dated April 13, 2014, at approximately 7:27 p.m., (from a SETT Team Member (I 
think) to another SETT Team Member), this enwil mentioned a "very covert mission" to "recover a hard­
drive with 'Top Secret' data on it" in Mesquite, NV ) 

(Please ftuther note the following comments regarding a BLM SAC in regards to the large expansive 
closure that the BLM SAC stated "plays into my bluff' (See Email dated March 29, 2014, at 
approximately 7:38 p.m., titled "Re: cattle trespass map," and all other emails in this chain between a 
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BLM SAC, the BLM Nevada State Director and the BLM Southern Nevada District Manager).  Note:  
This is important because one of the rally cries from the opposition included the idea there was a massive 
and unnecessary closure of public lands.  In fact, this closure was to be a targeted emergency closure of 
public lands in areas where the actual trespass cattle gather operations were taking place in order to 
address public safety (aggressive wild cattle, contractor vehicle convoy traffic on narrow roads and low 
flying aircraft) and security concerns (veiled threats from the Bundys to stop the Federal Court Ordered 
Trespass Cattle Impound Operations by “whatever means necessary.”)  
 
(Please also see an email from the BLM SAC to the BLM OLES Director, dated March 27, 2014, in 
response to an AUSA’s email titled “USAO policy re:  arrests and citations” from the Nevada United 
States Attorney’s Office.  In this email, the BLM SAC informs the BLM OLES “an unnecessary show of 
force or arrogant authority would never be my first play” and “BLM’s Agents and Rangers are 
profficently (sic) trained in law enforcement, and the officers assigned to this operation have been 
handpicked.  I am well are aware of powers of arrest and citation delegated to me, and I’m also aware of 
the potential consequences if I abuse my authority.  Although a passive approach may have the desired 
effect, it may also be considered a sign of weakness or ordered constraint, which may embolden one or 
more members of those we are confronting.”) 
 
(Please also see an email from an AUSA dated March 26, 2014, to a BLM SAC and others, as well as 
cc’d to the US Attorney (USA).  This email states in part “please keep in mind that the USAO’s 
perspective is that the ultimate goal is a safe and successful impoundment with no arrests or citations 
arising out of the operation.  To that end, the USAO is relying on the BLM to minimize adverse contacts 
with the public, including Bundy and his family, third party protesters, and any others who happen to be 
out there in violation of the closure order.  To achieve this result, we want BLM officers to understand 
that they should not issue citations or make arrests as a first recourse.  Unless there is an actual serious 
assault on an officer beyond just physical contact we do not want officers citing or arresting anyone in 
connection with the impoundment.  Absent serious deliberate physical assault or a directed, specific threat 
with a weapon, we are expecting BLM officers to work around the various difficult situations that may 
arise whether that means finding alternate routes to avoid protestors, standing down for the rest of the 
day, stepping back from physical contact, etc., where possible.  Consistent with the USAO’s current 
policy, any arrests must be approved by an AUSA prior to the arrest.  Additionally, officers should also 
seek approval prior to issuance of a citation and exercise great restraint in seeking authority to cite.”   
Additionally, the following is also stated: “We are confident that you (BLM SAC) will guide the BLM 
law enforcement officers to utilize their training to diffuse situations and not resort to criminal processes 
except sparingly and as a last resort with our approval, and with this direction, we will collectively do our 
best to contribute to a safe and smooth operation.”)   
 
(Please also see emails titled “Re:  Impoundment – USAO policy re:  arrests and citations” dated March 
26, 2014, in which a BLM SAC wrote: “Serious issues….” and it appears that the Director of BLM OLES 
stated “I assume you will be speaking to XXXXX (The US Attorney for the District of Nevada) about the 
problems this presents for us.  By not taking a strong and affirmative action we will just embolden those 
who are opposed to our actions and things will likely escalate.”)     
 
Issues discussed in the October 14, 2016 conference call included the following: 
 

1. The above referenced emails (please request, read and understand them) located by me during the 
email discovery review process.  This is key to understand the claim by the defense that although 
the Bundys knew there were Federal Court Orders that ordered Cliven Bundy to remove his 
trespass livestock from Federal Public Lands, authorized the Trespass Cattle Impound Operation, 
and ordered Bundy not to interfere, the BLM was heavy handed in their enforcement of those 
court orders due to the BLM SAC.  (Discovered during the Discovery Email Review Process-
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BLM ASAC Notified.) Note: A BLM ASAC (my Co-Case Agent and Superviso,j specifically 
wanted the job of interfacing and coordinating with the US. Attorney's Office, 
cooperating/assisting agencies, and higher level DOIIBLM management. Additionally, this same 
BLM ASA C specifically also wanted the job of researching and authoring the narrative that 
described the Discovery email search criteri'1 and procedure. Additional Note: This BLM ASAC 
also specifically wanted the job of the research and memorialization of the government document 
shredding process at the BLM's Incident Command Post (ICP) on or about April 12, 2014. 

2. In regard to the large expansive closme order, the BLM SAC stated it "plays into my bluff' when 
questioned about the closure order and what I believe is the reason the public wasn't initially 
notified that the whole approximate 600,000-acre area wasn't all closed. Instead, there was only 
a temporaiy emergency closure in areas where impound operations were actually taking place due 
to the following hazai·ds: Low Flying Aircraft, Aggressive and Often Wild Cattle, Heavy Convoy 
Traffic, and the veiled Bundy threats to "do whatever it takes to stop the impound." Note: The 
large closure of public lands has been portrayed by the defense as a major reason subjects of this 
investigation travelled to Nevada. Additional Note: During the discovery email review process, I 
discovered what I believed was a gap in discussion between BLM officials and the DOI Solicitors 
Office in regard to the closure order and a waiting/public comment and notification period. I 
never fully understood what happened. It is possible that coordination during this time period 
was done by telephone. I notified a BLM ASAC of what I thought may have been a gap in 
discussion and he said not to worry about if because anything as visible as the closure order 
would have been heavily scrutinized by the solicitor's office. (Discovered dming the Discove1y 
Email Review Process-ELM AS.AC Notified.) Reference an email chain titled "Re: cattle 
trespass map," dated Mai-ch 29, 2014, at apprnximately 7:38 p.tn., between a BLM SAC, the 
BLM Nevada State Director, the BLM Southern Nevada District Manager and the BLM Deputy 
Director. 

3. Please especially read and llllderstand the direction given to the BLM SAC by the Distiict of 
Nevada's United States Attorney's Office through a Special Assistant United States Attorney. It 
was very clear that the US Attorney's goal was to have an anest and citation free impolllldment. 
Please see the following portions of quotes: "please keep in mind that the USAO's perspective is 
that the ultimate goal is a safe and successful impoundment with no aiTests or citations arising out 
of the operation. To that end, the US.AO is relying on the BLM to minilnize adverse contacts 
with the public, including Bundy and his family. third party protesters, and any others who 
happen to be out there in violation of the closure order. To achieve this result. we want BLM 
officers to tmderstand that they should not issue citations or make anests as a first recourse. 
Unless there is an actual se1ious assault on an officer beyond just physical contact we do not want 
officers citing or atTesting anyone in connection with the impoundment. Absent serious 
deliberate physical assault or a directed, specific threat with a weapon, we are expecting BLM 
officers to work armmd the various difficult situations that may a1ise whether that means finding 
alternate routes to avoid protestors. standing down for the rest of the day, stepping back from 
physical contact. etc., where possible. Consistent with the USAO's cmTent policy, any a1Tests 
must be approved by an AUSA prior to the anesti. Additionally, officers should also seek 
approval ptior to issuance of a citation a11d exercise great restraint in seeking authority to cite." 
Also, please note the following quote: "We are confident that you (a BLM SAC) will guide the 
BLM law enforcement officers to utilize their training to diffuse sin1ations and not reso1t to 
critninal processes exce t spaiingly and as a last resort with om approval, and with this direction, 
we will collectively do our best to conti·ibute to a safe and smooth operation." (Discovered 
during the Discove1y Email Review Process-ELM ASAC Notified.) Reference an email titled 
"Impoundment- USAO policy re: aiTests and citations," dated Mai·ch 26, 2014, at approximately 
6:45 p.m., from,__ _______ to a BLM SAC and others and "cc'd" to the Nevada U.S. 
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Attorney and other AUSAs.  Also Reference an email titled “Re:  Impoundment – USAO policy 
re:  arrests and citations,” dated March 26, 2014, at approximately 7:07 p.m., from a BLM SAC 
to the BLM OLES Director and “cc’d” to the BLM Nevada State Director.  Also Reference an 
email titled “Fwd:” dated March 27, 2014, at approximately 9:43 a.m., from a BLM SAC to the 
BLM OLES Director, the BLM Southern Nevada District Chief Ranger, the BLM Utah ASAC, a 
NPS Chief Ranger and the BLM Nevada ASAC.  
   
Please Note:  On or about January 24, 2017, the lead prosecutor mentioned to me, in the 
presence of a BLM ASAC that one of the BLM Supervisory Rangers had serious issues, would be 
a poor witness, and something like he was defective.  I attempted to make it clear that the law 
enforcement staff knew very little except the Bundy’s made it clear that they would stop the 
impound by “whatever means necessary” and the BLM SAC ’s direction was to go out there and 
“kick Cliven Bundy in the teeth (or mouth) and take his cattle and “not take any crap from 
anyone.”    
 
Additional Note:  In January of 2017, following a discussion with a BLM Supervisory Ranger 
and an AUSA, I received information that indicated the AUSA fussed at the BLM Supervisory 
Ranger following the arrest of Dave Bundy on April 6, 2014, and told that Supervisory Ranger to 
never to anything like that again.  Additionally, I received information the AUSA later apologized 
to that BLM Supervisory Ranger.    
    

4. A BLM SAC stated in part: “an unnecessary show of force or arrogant authority would never be 
my first play.”  (Discovered during the Discovery Email Review Process-BLM ASAC Notified.)  
Note:  It should be noted that “an unnecessary show of force and arrogant authority by the BLM 
SAC is a key defense argument.  Reference an email titled “Fwd:” dated March 27, 2014, at 
approximately 9:43 a.m., from a BLM SAC to the BLM Southern Nevada District Chief Ranger, 
the BLM Utah ASAC, the BLM Southern Nevada District Associate Field Manager, a NPS Chief 
Ranger, the BLM Nevada ASAC and a BLM Field Staff Ranger from Montana. 

 
5. The BLM SAC also stated in part: “I’m also aware of the potential consequences if I abuse my 

authority.  Although a passive approach may have the desired effect, it may also be considered a 
sign of weakness or ordered constraint, which may embolden one or more members of those we 
are confronting.”  (Discovered during the Discovery Email Review Process-BLM ASAC 
Notified.)  Note:  The abuse of authority by the BLM SAC is a key defense argument.  Reference 
an email titled “Fwd:” dated March 27, 2014, at approximately 9:43 a.m., from a BLM SAC to 
the BLM Southern Nevada District Chief Ranger, the BLM Utah ASAC, the BLM Southern 
Nevada District Associate Field Manager, a NPS Chief Ranger, the BLM Nevada ASAC and a 
BLM Field Staff Ranger from Montana. 

 
6. When a male BLM supervisor (believed to be the BLM SAC) stated to a Nevada Brand Inspector 

“That’s not the kind of message we want to send,” when the Brand Inspector recommended a 
“soft impound” with an associated civil property lien on Cliven Bundy’s cattle instead of a large 
operation and heavy show of force.  (Discovered on or about September 18, 2015, during an 
interview with a Nevada State Brand Inspector-BLM ASAC Notified.)  Note:  It is my belief that 
the intent of this operation was no longer the lawful removal of trespass cattle pursuant to a 
Federal Court Order.  I believe the intent switched to becoming about sending a message and 
putting together the largest operation possible.  I base that in hindsight on the totality of the 
information I learned and came to believe since the fall of 2016.   

 
7. The BLM SAC ’s alleged pre-impound intent and mission statement “We are going to go out 

there and kick Cliven Bundy in the teeth (or mouth) and take his cows.” (Told to me by a BLM 
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SA that overheard this and confirmed to me by another former BLM ASAC/current BLM SA on 
October 26, 2016.)  Note:  In my opinion, this statement speaks for itself and by default sets forth 
the BLM SAC’s “Commanders Intent” to all impound participants.  Therefore, I believe that 
when a Federal Officers faced uncertain situations, they reverted back to the BLM SAC’s briefed 
intent.  Additional Note:  I also base this belief partly in hindsight based on an approximate 
October 26, 2016, telephone conversation with a key witness in which this witness, a BLM SA 
told me that the BLM SAC also told him to “Go out there and get the troops fired up to get 
Bundy’s cows and not to take any crap from anyone.”     

  
8. The “Kill Book” (Reference the Jay Redd Family in regard to Operation Cerberus Action-told to 

me by a BLM SAC in the presence of a BLM ASAC.)  Note:  The death of Southern Utah 
Independent Reporter Michael Flynn (A potential trial witness and author of “BREAKING 
NEWS:  Bundy calls for supporters to shut down I-15, forcibly release cattle) and another death 
in which a BLM SAC indicated that another BLM SAC was a contributing factor (see below).  
Additional Note:  If this is true as described by the BLM SAC that informed me, I believe this 
speaks to the defense argument of arrogance and cruelty. Additionally, I believe actions and 
associated statements may be Discoverable in the associated Federal Civil Trial.    

 
9. The “Failure Rock” (Reference issues at the Burning Man event-told to me by a BLM SAC in the 

presence of a BLM ASAC.)  Note:  Please reference the “Chaco Taco Incident” which is noted 
in the following:  Email titled “Fwd:  Burning Man Law Enforcement,” dated August 25, 2015, 
from the BLM OLES Director to BLM Law Enforcement and Civilian Operations Personnel – 
Burning Man Event and the attached article titled “BLM top director to run Burning Man law 
enforcement.”  Also, please see the email titled “Fwd:  Google Alert – BLM Rangers,” dated 
August 20, 2015, from a BLM SAC with the included article titled “Bureaucrats, VIP Boxes at 
Burning Man,” dated August 20, 2015, by Michael Shannon.  Please also see a press release 
titled “BLM director:  We are addressing Burning Man issues,” published on July 8, 2015, and 
an article titled “Report:  BLM agent broke federal ethics rules at Burning Man by Jenny Kane, 
updated on February 1, 2017.  

 
10. “Going native” and “partying with the Burners” at Burning Man (Indicated to me by a DOI 

Solicitor as well as overheard by two unknown BLM Rangers talking.) 
 

11. Sending photos of his own feces to coworkers.  (Told to me by a BLM SAC in the fall of 2014 in 
the presence of a BLM ASAC and also by former BLM Nevada ASAC/Current U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USF&WS) SA on or about January 12, 2017.)  Note:  Although it is unknown, it 
is possible these photographs may be available to the defense or anyone else through a Freedom 
of Information Act Request and therefore damaging to witnesses and embarrassing to the agency.  
Additional Note:  If this is true, it speaks to the ego of the BLM SAC and the apprehension of the 
SAC’s peers and subordinates to report him for such outrageous actions.   

  
12. Sending photos of his girlfriend’s (described as a Salt Lake City Professional TV Weather 

Person) genitals to co-workers and saying: “there is no way you get more _____ than me.”  (Told 
to me by a BLM SAC and a BLM ASAC.)  Note:  Although it is unknown, it is possible these 
photographs may be available to the defense or anyone else through a Freedom of Information 
Act Request and therefore damaging to witnesses and embarrassing to the agency.  Additional 
Note:  If this is true, it speaks to the ego of the BLM SAC and the apprehension of the BLM SAC’s 
peers and subordinates to report him for such outrageous actions.      

 
13. Allegedly telling the Clark County Sheriff “F-You, we (the BLM) don’t need you anyway.  We 

have the FBI” in response to the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department/Clark County 
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Sheriff’s Office unexpectedly deciding not to assist federal authorities in the trespass cattle 
impound.  (Overheard in the spring of 2016, when two unknown BLM Rangers were talking-
BLM ASAC Notified.)  Note:  If this is true, I believe this signifies a basic lack of understanding 
of the necessity of local law enforcement cooperation in any event in which crowd control and 
traffic control are central missions of an operation or when large protestor groups are present.  
The federal judicial system simply isn’t set up for misdemeanor arrests or even federal citations.  
Additional Note:  If this is true, it speaks to the ego of the BLM SAC.        

14. Allegations by a BLM Ranger that one time at the Burning Man Event, the Rangers were in need
of supervisory and prosecution attorney assistance and requested help on the radio.  The
allegation indicated that the BLM SAC got on the radio and stated that the AUSA was in no
condition to assist.  The implication and belief of that officer appeared to be that the BLM SAC
and the AUSA had been drinking and having sex.  (Overheard in the spring of 2016, when two
unknown BLM Rangers were talking-BLM ASAC Notified.)  Note:  I believe this must have been
a previous Burning Man Event prior to 2014.  Additional Note:  When I informed the prosecution
team of this allegation, a BLM ASAC interrupted me and stated “XXXXXX you little hussy.”
Further Note:  The female AUSA that was called a “little hussy” over the phone by the BLM
ASAC in front of others is a wife and a mother.

15. Allegation of a supposed widely held belief in BLM that the BLM SAC works his staff into the
ground in order to make himself look good.  Note:  It appears that many officers and agents in
the agency apparently hold this belief.  Additionally, I spoke about this allegation with a BLM
ASAC.

16. Unprofessional and demeaning photographs of a defendant sent to BLM Law Enforcement
Federal Court Ordered Trespass Cattle Impound Participants.  (Informed by a BLM ASAC as
well as overheard another talking about it and told by another BLM SA.)  Note:  This photograph
was not discovered in the discovery email review that was conducted by the investigative team.
Therefore, it is believed that the photograph was sent without any of the keywords that were used
to separate the emails for review and eventual discovery turn-over or was deleted.  The issue is
that the email is likely available through the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).  (Please see the
email titled “Email Material that We Might Want to Make the Prosecution Team Aware Of,”
dated November 17, 2016.)  Additional Note:  I also believe it is possible this email was
unlawfully deleted.  Further Note:  This picture was described to me as a photo-shopped picture
of Ryan Bundy holding a giant pen*s in front of “The West Has Now Been Won” sign on April
12, 2014.

17. Agency Talking Point Issues to include the proximity of officers/agents to the Bundy property
and snipers.  Note:  I am concerned about AUSA Direct Examination during the week of
February 13-16, in which the AUSA asked an “ignorant” witness something like, to your
knowledge were there any snipers at the impound.  Further Note:  This investigation indicated
there were Federal Agents briefly on the Bundy property as well as other instances where
Federal Officers/Agents were very near and likely on the Bundy property during the
installation/retrieval of technical investigative equipment/high value item, and foot patrols.
Additionally, the investigation indicated that there was at least one school trained Federal Sniper
equipped with a scoped/magnified optic bolt action precision rifle, another Federal Officer
equipped with a scoped/magnified optic large frame (308 caliber) AR style rifle, and many
officers that utilized magnified optics with long range graduated reticles (out to 1,000 meters-
approximately 500 meters on issued rifles depending on environmental conditions) on standard
law enforcement issued AR (223 caliber/5.56mm) and that often officers were in “over watch”
positions.   Additionally, the investigation also indicated the possibility that the FBI and the Las
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Vegas Metropolitan Police Department had law enforcement snipers/designated marksmen on 
hand for possible deployment.    

18. Bundy Supporter Talking Point Issues to include that the BLM aren’t real police officers (see the
BLM SAC’s dress on April 12, 2014, as opposed to the professional dress of the Las Vegas
Metropolitan Police Department and the Nevada Highway Patrol) and that BLM law enforcement
doesn’t have authority and jurisdiction.  Note:  Although my investigation showed these Bundy
Supporter talking points weren’t correct, the unprofessional dress of the BLM SAC on April 12,
2014, was readily apparent and the issue with the BLM not offering any contracts to local law
enforcement officials with the intent of achieving “maximum feasible reliance on those
individuals to enforce federal laws on federal public lands” is in my opinion problematic and
potentially illegal.

19. The complicated and confusing issues surrounding the Desert Tortoise and the purchase and the
ultimate permanent withdraw of the Bunkerville Allotment from grazing.  (I informed a BLM
ASAC as each issue in question arose.)  Note:  These issues are complicated and appear to
indicate a wide variety of possible impropriety to include a shell cattle/grazing business, Desert
Tortoise euthanization’s, Desert Tortoise survey/population study issues, predation by Ravens
(which are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act), Clark County control of the Bunkerville
Grazing Allotment, etc.  Additional Note:  During the course of the investigation, when I
discovered these possible issues, I noted them, reported them to my supervisor, and researched
them to the point gaining a simple overall understanding of what I believed the history of the area
looked like.

20. Bundy Supporter talking point that the BLM isn’t working for the purpose that they were created.
Please see the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 USC 315).

21. Bundy Supporter talking point that the BLM isn’t a good steward of the land.  Please specifically
see the large over population of Wild Burro’s in the Gold Butte, Nevada area and the Taylor
Grazing Act.  (Informed a BLM ASAC after completing the open source internet research.)

22. The BLM SAC allegedly telling co-workers “I’m back b*tches” following some sort of issue in
reference to the Burning Man Event.  (Told to me by a BLM SAC in the presence of a BLM
ASAC.)

23. The BLM SAC allegedly telling the security personnel around the Incident Command Post (ICP)
on the night of April 11, 2014, that they were going to be attacked and to be alert.  Then the BLM
SAC allegedly went to bed without any communication with subordinate commanders and
leaving the Rangers and Agents on security to basically stay up all night in a fog of uncertainty,
anxiety and fear without any further direction, concept of the night and next day’s operations, or
intent.  Due to this, individual subordinate unit commanders had to take it upon themselves to
prepare the officers around them for what they thought was an imminent attack without any
command direction.  (Told to me by a BLM SAC in the presence of a BLM ASAC.) Note:  This
appears also to be related to a key defense argument in trial.  That argument is that Federal
Officers and Agents in the Toquop Wash near I-15 on April 12, 2014, were exhausted and unduly
scared and that led to them pointing weapons at the crowd.  Additional Note:  In particular, a
BLM SAC told me that he and other subordinate unit leaders tried to plan defensive courses of
action and a withdrawal, because it appeared the other BLM SAC (the leader of the Gold
Butte/Cliven Bundy Trespass Cattle Impound Operation), the BLM OLES Director, and another
BLM SA kept everyone in the dark and simply disappeared and were believed to be asleep on the
night of April 11, 2014.  The BLM SAC also went on to say that later in Las Vegas, he told the
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other BLM SAC something like he “pulled that (the withdrawal) out of his a**.”  The BLM SAC 
went on to say something like the other BLM SAC had the nerve and inconsideration to fly his 
own family into Las Vegas and keep everyone else waiting around on the BLM SAC during this 
difficult and potentially dangerous time.        

24. Problems with not capturing the most important dispatch audio recordings from the following
time periods:  April 6, 2014 (Dave Bundy’s arrest), April 9, 2014 (Ammon Bundy’s tasing,
Margaret Bundy Houston being taken to the ground, the impeding and stopping of the BLM
convoy, and the BLM Law Enforcement Canine deployments), and the April 12, 2014, “Stand-
Off” at the I-15 Bridges.  Note:  No malice was indicated on this issue.  However, I do
recommend an inquiry from outside of my agency due to the three key/most important dispatch
audio files not being available.  More and more, I believe it is possible these files were unlawfully
deleted or not recorded on purpose.  It should be noted that even though the BLM SAC basically
characterized the impound as a law enforcement operation, it was actually a logistical and
administrative court ordered operation which only had a heavy police present as a response for
the veiled threats by Bundy and his followers to “do whatever is necessary” to stop the impound
operation.

25. A BLM SAC allegedly being away from his office for an extended amount of time with the belief
that he was simply not showing up to work.

26. A BLM SAC allegedly ordering his subordinates to erase and otherwise destroy the records
relating to the Burning Man Event in violation of Federal Records Laws in an effort to impede
and obstruct the BLM Nevada State Office from being successful at managing the event once the
BLM SAC was no longer in charge of it.  (Told to me by a BLM SAC in the presence of a BLM
ASAC.)  Note:  For comparison, also please see a letter from Congressman Jason Chaffetz and
Congressman Blake Farenthold to DOI Deputy Inspector General Mary Kendall dated February
14, 2017.

27. A BLM SAC bragging about the number of internal and Office of Inspector General (OIG)
inspections that he has on him.  (Told to me by multiple people.  Basically, common knowledge
within the agency.)  Note:  The Public Release Version of the DOI OIG Investigative Report of
Ethical Violations and Misconduct by Bureau of Land Management Officials posted to the web
on January 30, 2017, in which it is alleged that a BLM Supervisory Agent bragged that “he
owned” the BLM OLES Director and that as a result, no action could be taken against him.

28. The alleged belief in the BLM that the BLM SAC is untouchable and has no oversight.  (Told to
me by multiple people.  Basically, and apparently common knowledge within the agency.  Note:
Please interview the BLM Chief of the Office of Professionally Responsibility regarding this issue
and please look into the internal investigations in which a BLM SAC was the focus, especially
where the BLM OLES Director was the finder of fact.

Please re-look into the following:  

IA 13-066 and OI-HQ-13-0524-R (dated August 28, 2013, in reference to an alleged 
inappropriate relationship with an employee by a BLM SAC and a hostile work environment with 
frequently abusing and foul language that allegedly caused a BLM SAC’s Investigative Assistant 
to resign five months before her retirement eligibility in which a reported fact-finding 
investigation in April 2014 by Lindholm & Associates interviewed 18 employees and indicated 
the complaint was unsubstantiated.)   
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IA 14-011 and OI-HQ-14-0173-R (dated February 4, 2014, and alleged a BLM SAC committed 
fraud, waste and abuse and that he allegedly received kickbacks from the Burning Man 
organization, made unauthorized and wasteful expenditures, traveled unnecessarily and falsified 
his time and attendance.  The complaint also alleged that the BLM SAC sought to abuse 
employees that do not agree with his actions.  This case was assigned to the BLM OLES Director 
and determined to be unsubstantiated.)   

IA 14-043 and OI-HQ-14-0426-R (dated August 16, 2014, and indicated an OIG Hotline 
complaint from a former BLM Nevada State Chief Ranger that claimed a BLM SAC bullied, 
targeted, marginalized and subjected the former BLM State Chief Ranger to reprisal because of 
an EEO complaint because of the BLM SAC’s alleged inappropriate actions that included sexual 
comments and innuendos toward a former BLM Nevada ASAC that has since changed agencies. 
(This former BLM ASAC told me that the BLM SAC even sent photos of his own feces to his 
employees and that he tried to tell management, but no one would listen.)  This complaint also 
alleged that the BLM SAC told the former BLM State Chief Ranger that he should find another 
job.  This complaint also alleged that on April 18, 2014, he was served with a notice of proposed 
removal by the BLM SAC and former BLM ASAC and that the notice of proposed removal 
contained embellished, false and misrepresented facts about the former BLM State Chief Ranger 
and his actions at the 2013 Burning Man Event.  This case is listed as being addressed through 
an ongoing EEO complaint.  Note:  I was later told that this former BLM State Chief Ranger lost 
his job.  

IA 14-059 and OI-HQ-14-0549-R (dated August 13, 2014, and alleged widespread BLM SAC 
abuse of authority and wasteful spending at the Burning Man Event and the Cliven Bundy/Gold 
Butte Trespass Cattle Impound and further alleged that the BLM SAC drove his government 
vehicle to a bar and got into a fight.  In this case, the BLM OLES Director determined the 
allegations to be unsubstantiated.)     

IA-14-070 and OI-PI-0087-I (dated August 18, 2014, and alleged a waste of government funds 
and violation of BLM policy when a BLM SAC allegedly exceeded purchase guidelines and spent 
$16,500 to outfit his government vehicle with aftermarket accessories.  This investigation 
indicated that three separate purchases were made to Premier Vehicle Installation totaling more 
than $7,200.00.  The investigation determined that the BLM OLES Director gave the BLM SAC 
an exemption.  The allegations were determined to be unsubstantiated.   

IA-15-040 and LM15-035858 (dated September 2, 2015, and alleged that at the 2015 Burning 
Man Event that a female participant filed a complaint against a BLM SAC for physically 
intimidating her and grabbing her by the arm/back.  This preliminary investigation indicated that 
the BLM SAC used appropriate force. 

Additional Note:  The Public Release Version of the DOI OIG Investigative Report of Ethical 
Violations and Misconduct by Bureau of Land Management Officials posted to the web on 
January 30, 2017, in which it is alleged that a BLM Supervisory Agent bragged that “he owned” 
the BLM OLES Director and that as a result, no action could be taken against him.   

Further Note:  Please reference a memorandum by the BLM OLES Chief of the Office of 
Professional Responsibility, dated October 22, 2015, to the Las Vegas, NV, U.S. Attorney’s 
Office.  This memorandum was sent to me in an email titled “GB Henthorn Review” as an 
attachment on October 29, 2015, by a BLM SAC. 
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29. Dave Bundy iPad Issues (Told to me by a BLM ASAC) Note: These issues are very troubling 
and potentially involve excessive use of force and unprofessional/unethical conduct by Federal 
Law Enforcement Officers and possibly improper actions by Federal Prosecutors. Note: The 
investigation indicated the iPad was seized and was failed to be returned to Dave Bundy (despite 
Dave Bundy's request and claims he needed it for work) at least in part due to the likelihood the 
iPad contained rude comments by officers and despite a decision at the time not to charge Dave 
Bundy for his actions on April 6, 2014. These comments allegedly consisted of the officers 
bragging about roughing Dave Bundy up, slamming him to the ground, grinding his face against 
the pavement, and Dave Bundy having gravel stuck to his face. Additional Note: Apparently, 
these indications were not reported appropriately up the BLM OLES chain of command and 
appropriate internal investigations initiated. However, a BLM ASAC did inform the U.S. 
Attorney's Office in my presence. FmtherNote: There was also a US. Attorney's Office 
Prosecution Strategy not to return the iPad even though it was decided that a search L___ 
(that I authored and a BLM ASAC swore to) was not going to be executed, because the iPad itself 
was still evidence of crimes. The decision was that if Dave Bundy wanted his iPad back, then he 
could request it. Otherwise, he wasn't getting it back even though it likely contained exculpatory 
evidence and indications of police misconduct. Also Note: Wtimately, Dave Bundy's iPad was 
turned over to the FBI and to my knowledge, it is still in the FBI's custody. 

30. A BLM SAC allegedly in an anogant way telling assisting officers and agents during Operation 
Cerbems Action that his operation will be the highlight of their career and it will be the biggest 
operation that they will ever be a pa1t of. (Told to me by a BLM ASAC.) 

31. A BLM SAC allegedly making all his subordinates wait on him after the impound operation 
concluded dming the debriefing process as he visited with family. (Told to me by a BLM SAC in 
the presence of a BLM ASAC.) 

32. A BLM SAC making pmchases against government pmchase rnles. In this pa1ticular instance, 
the BLM SAC allegedly made split pmchases to outfit his government vehicle with an elaborate 
emergency light and siren package. Note: In my experience as a Federal Agent/Officer, I have 
never observed a Special Agent-in-Charge take a direct enforcement action or utilize their 
emergency equipment and even I know split purchases aren't allowed. 

On or about October 26, 2016, at approximately 5 :3 7 p.m., I had a telephone conversation with one of the 
key BLM witnesses in reference to some disturbing information I heard about the case's key witness, a 
BLM SAC. In the conversation, this individual (who I know to be one of the best perfom1ers in the 
agency) in response to my question, he told me that the BLM SAC is a liability as a witness and in the 
investigation. In response to my questions, the individual also told me that the BLM SAC did say 
something like "We're going to go out there and kick Cliven Bundy in the teeth (or mouth) and take his 
cows." The individual also told me that at some point during the Ap1il 2014 Impom1d Operations, the 
BLM SAC pulled him aside one morning and told him to "Go out there and get the troops fired up to get 
Btmdy's cows and not to take any crap from anyone." Note: The next day following this telephone 
conversation, I informed my supervisor (a BLM ASAC} ofmy conversation and told my supervisor this 
bothers me and I am worried about the impact it will have on the case. The BLM ASAC told me that the 
BLM SAC is the reason that the individual I referred to took a demotion, to get away from the BLM SAC. 
The BLM ASAC further stated for me not to won1;_ about it. The ASAC stated something like "I wouldn't 
wony about it, he (xx:n'.XXXX) is a professional. He ,rould never say anything. " I then asked the BLM 
ASAC that if all this stuff is true about the BLM SAC, then why is he still around. The supervisor replied 
with a statement like "Because he is the director's boy, that's why." Note: The Public Release version of 
the Investigative Report of Ethical Violations and Misconduct by Bureau of Land Management Officials 
posted January 30, 2017, in which a BLM Supervisory Agent allegedly stated that "he owned" the BLM 
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OLES Director and as a result, no action could be taken against him." Additional Note: At some point, 
a BLM ASAC told me about a time in which the BLM SAC and the Chief of the Office of Professional 
Responsibility (OPR) had some sort of disagreement at the Burning Man Event and the BLM OLES 
Director sent the chief of OPR home. Fm1her Note: By this time, I had become attuned to the 
disgruntlement of several BLM employees (both inside and outside of supervision) in regard to believing 
that BLM SAC was protected from the top ofBLM Law Enforcement. It became clear to me that the 
belief that the BLM SAC was protected (true or not) was pervasive in the agency. 

Also Note: BLM SAX1'XX"was one of the key agency trial witnesses during the week of February 13-16, 
2017. In his trial testimony, SA XXXXX mentioned something like he hopes he would have been able to 
correct his supervisor~ if SAC XXXXX was doing something wrong (to get the exact quote, I 
would recommend getting a copy of the trial transcript). 

Further Note: BLM SA XXXX, along with my supervisor's longtime friend and Godfather to his daughter 
X1'XX and my supervisor's decades long friend from the National Park Service xnxL__ 

all victims and witnesses in refi,,...er_e_n-.c-e-to 
this investigation), were the individuals my supervisor "interviewed" once I was removed from the case or 
used to "witness" the search ofmy office and the wholesale seizure of items within my office (please note 
my supervisors Memorandum of Activity (MOA) following my removal as Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Case 
Agent). 

Additional Note: Additionally, many, many times throughout this investigation I have requested 
additional assistance from the BLM ASA C. This was due to the forecasted pre-trial and trial workload 
burden, an extended response time to complete tasks, and pending necessary personal/medical 
procedures. Additional~y, at some point in this timefiwne, I received conceming medical news that] 
believed had the likelihood of causing me to be unavailable for portions of the pending trials. Additional 
Note: These trials wereforecasted to last three or four months each, with three orfour rotations per 
trial, with a month in bet.veen trials and several hundred miles from my home, family, and doctors. 
Additionally, when I attempted to speak to the BLM ASAC about my concems, he just continually told me 
that no one, not even him could do the case. Furthermore, when a BLMSAC offered assistance, the BLM 
ASA C told me that he told the SAC that no one is necessary and that it has to be either me or the ASA C 
that works on the case. The BLM ASAC would then said that although he knows 80% of what I do, no 
one else could do the case. The BLM ASAC would also state to me (from time to time) that due to other 
issues, he just doesn't know how much time he can devote to the case. I would like to discuss this issue 
in much greater detail. Also Note: During this time.frame and previous, the BLM ASAC would select 
certain tasks to assign a BLM SAC in reference to the Gold Butte Investigation. The BLM ASAC on a few 
occasions would state this (unattractive assignments) would be a good job for XX.XX: Note: I felt the 
BLM ASAC (who in fact was the co-case agent) was being disrespectful toward the BLM SAC. 

Also, on or about October 26, 2016, a BLM ASAC gave me my FY 2016 Employee Pe1fonnance 
Appraisal Plan (Evaluation). fu this evaluation, I received a supe1ior rating. The following is a comment 
from the evaluation: "Agentj pe1fo1ms as such a high quality as the Gold Butte case agent that 
BLM' s po1tion of the investigation report would not be as comprehensive as it would be if someone else 
completed it. He b1ings a thoughtful approach to this complicated case, and demonstrates his dedication 
to excellence on a daily basis." 

Dming this time frame the BLM ASAC would also openly speak rndely about several government 
employees and non-employees. Generally, the comments would be sex or appearance based and/or 
indicate an employee's poor professional performance ( of a confidential personnel nature) and mentioned 
several issues to include pending vacations and how other people's actions "chaps his a.XX." 
Additionally, this BLM ASAC began to once again more and more treat me disrespectfully, as well as 
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once again openly speak inappropriately, disrespectfully, and rudely about subjects and associates of the 
subjects of this investigation.  This BLM ASAC often openly portrayed a disdain of Cliven Bundy’s 
family, supporters, protestors, ranchers, farmers, Mormons and other highly religious people in general.  
Once again, I became concerned that this BLM ASAC’s actions, words and open acceptance and even 
instigation of degrading unprofessional actions, statements, and inappropriate use of electronic 
communications would unacceptably show bias and become a fatal taint in this investigation, embarrass 
and discredit our agency, negatively impact our mission and harm the case.  In addition, I knew that many 
of these open comments, emails and texts were likely subject to the litigation hold, Discovery, Federal 
Records Protections, and the FOIA.          

Also, at times political topics would come up in the office and Law Enforcement Supervisors would talk 
openly about politicians that they don’t like.  At one point in time (I think during this timeframe), I 
noticed on the dry erase board in the supervisor’s office that it was listed as almost a critical event that 
Las Vegas City Councilwoman-Ward 6/former Clark County Assemblywoman Michele Fiore was going 
to be at Hoots Café, located at 125 Hoots Ln, White Bird, ID 83554.  Due to Ms. Fiore’s public backing 
of the Bundy’s, she was sometimes a subject of ridicule amongst supervisors.  (Reference an email titled 
“Fwd:  Fiore,” dated February 18, 2016, at 4:48 p.m., from a BLM SAC to me and a BLM ASAC.  Note:  
This email had the following embedded article: “The IRS had its sights on the gun-toting Nevada 
assemblywoman involved in the Bundy standoff(s).” 

Additionally, during this timeframe, questions arose about Operation Cerberus Action and specifics about 
the investigation and defendant dispositions.  I was told to contact a particular high-quality BLM SA that 
had been a former BLM ASAC.  This BLM SA was helpful to the best of his ability.  However, this BLM 
SA made it clear to me that the previous BLM Case Agent for Operation Cerberus Action (a BLM SAC) 
failed to complete his reporting requirements in the Incident Management Analysis and Reporting System 
(IMARS) and failed to consolidate important case specifics.  Note:  This failure to utilize an accessible 
reporting system by the BLM SAC complicated and prolonged this research.  

During this timeframe, a BLM ASAC told me of a subordinate BLM civilian employee who he said had 
some sort of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD).  I felt the way the BLM ASAC made these 
comments was derogatory to the employee.  Note:  This information, passed by a supervisor is likely 
confidential health related information.  Additional Note:  This BLM ASAC also mentioned in what I felt 
was a disrespectful way, about the BLM ASAC was making the BLM employee drive him around during a 
recent trip to Portland, OR, for the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge Occupation Trial.  Further Note:  I 
felt the BLM ASAC was trying to imply some sort of aggravation to the BLM employee’s PTSD symptoms.  
Also Note:  Driving in crowds and traffic is considered to be a PTSD “trigger” and is often considered to 
be stressful to a post-traumatic stress survivor.   

Sometime during this timeframe during a real busy time, a BLM ASAC came into my office and told me 
that he bets it would drive me crazy if he started re-arranging items on my desk when I wasn’t looking.  
The BLM ASAC then told me that he likes messing with people and that he previously would re-arrange 
items on a prosecutor’s desk and that drove him crazy.  Note:  Very often it appeared to me that my work 
papers and office furniture was moved.   

Also, during this timeframe, while inside the BLM law enforcement office of the BLM Idaho State 
Office, a BLM SAC and BLM ASAC started talking about a BLM Field Staff Ranger’s performance and 
personality.  One of the members of BLM Law Enforcement Management stated that the Ranger 
previously was immature and had a “know it all” attitude, but was doing better now.  Additionally, a 
member of BLM Law Enforcement Management indicated that another BLM Field Staff Ranger had an 
internal investigation on him for a report that he allegedly used his government cameras to scout out 
hunting locations.  The BLM SAC went on to say that he and the BLM OLES OPR Chief traveled to this 
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Ranger's duty location and inte1viewed him. The BLM SAC indicated that the BLM Ranger was scared 
or upset and that although no wrong doing was discovered, this BLM Ranger ultimately took a civilian 
position within the BLM. 

Note: I felt that again during this timefrmne, the personal conduct and wrongful disclosure of 
private/protected infonnation had once again degraded to the pre-March 2016 levels despite my 
complaint, continued encouragement, and respect. 

Sometime during this timeframe, a BLM ASAC told me that a civilian BLM Dispatch Lead Employee 
(who was likely to be a key trial witness) spoke negatively to the Nevada U.S. Attorney about members of 
the prosecution team and their inte1view approach with her. The BLM ASAC indicated to me that tlhis 
disrespectful type conduct was outrageous and something along the lines of he is done with that BLM 
civilian employee (who is also considered! a victim in the events of April 12, 2014). Note: This civilian 
employee played a key and very stressful role throughout the Gold Butte Federal Court Ordered Trespass 
Cattle Impound and especially found herself in a stressful and potentially life-threatening situation on 
April 12, 2014. Additional Note: This employee found herself working next to a BLM SAC in the Gold 
Butte Impound Operation. Fmther Note: Prior to this, this employee was well liked by the BLM ASAC. 
On numerous occasions I heard her referred to as "sassy." Also Note: I again believed these types of 
comments about an employee, victim, and witness was unprofessional in a Federal Law Enforcement 
Office Environment. Continuing Note: The BLM ASAC had become irritated at this BLM civilian 
employee because according to the BLM ASAC, the ELM civilian employee complained to the US. 
Attorney about the Bundy/Gold Butte Prosecution Team. 

Additionally, the office gossip increased with the BLM ASAC speaking poorly and making fun of a 
National Park Se1vice Supervisory Ranger that during the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound was 
a member of the Special Event Tactical Team (SETT). Note: This was the typical makingfun of 
"tactical" people. Also, this BLM ASAC made a point to talk about employee "affairs." 

During this timeframe, a BLM ASAC told me he would take the lead on a project that detailed the 
shredding of government documents on or about April 12, 2014, at the Incident Command Post in the 
Toquop Wash near Bunke1ville, Nevada, by BLM employees. Note: I was pleasantly surprised the BLM 
ASAC volunteered to take the lead on any administrative and relatively boring project, but at the time, I 
didn't think anything ofit. Additional Note: Later, during an evidentimy hearing (in October of 2017), I 
saw where the BLM ASAC testified to his actions and what he discovered in reference to the mass 
shredding of government documents that the defense claimed had evidentiary value and was important in 
the defense's case for dismissal. Accounts of the BLM ASA C's testimony indicated that he never asked 
who shredded the documents or who ordered/authori=ed the shredding of the documents. 

On or about October 27, 2016, at approximately 10:28 a.m., a likely key BLM witness called me to talk 
about a BLM SAC. Dming this conversation, the potential likely BLM witness told me that they thought 
the BLM SAC could still potentially be a good witness because of his ability to tum on and off the tears, 
depending on the situation. The potential BLM witness told me that they had seen him do it, when the 
situation suited the BLM SAC. This individual went on to say that the BLM SAC is a "cancer" in the 
agency and had often threated this individual disrespectfully. 

On or about October 27, 2016, at approximately 4:26 p.m., I received an email titled "Fwd: .... I _=-=-_ 
witness prep," from a BLM ASAC. Note: This email was addressed to the BLM OLES Deputy Director 
and a BLM SAC Additional Note: In part, this email stated the following: "The prosecutors are 
requesting to start witness prep with .XXXXXXX (a BLM SA CJ in December ..... So at this point I need to 
know if he is willing or available to come and what his availability is during that month. " Additional 
Note: This is the cases key, #1 witness. Fmther Note: Please note the below included comments (from 
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around the December 8, 2016, timefrarne) from the BLM ASAC about the BLM SAC taking some sort of 
Family Medical Leave/FMLA (Family Medical Leave Act) Leave to avoid having to testify and how the 
BLM ASAC thought that was "smart." 

Also, on or about October 27, 2016, Ammon Bundy, Ryan Bundy and five others were fom1d not guilty in 
a Portland Oregon Federal Com1 of Conspiring to Impede Federal Workers. Note: Reference a Seattle 
Times article dated October 27, 2016, titled "Jury acquits leaders of Malheur Wildlife Refuge standoff," 
by Hal Bernton. 

On October 28, 2016, at approximately 2: 13 p.m., a BLM ASAC sent me an email titled "Re: I Min-ored 
Om Hard Drives Today." This email stated the following: "Great stuff. TuanksL I'm sme :XXXX 
(a BLM civilian employee) was losing her mind - - all while you're politely tlyit\i>{l!)t to choke her 
through the phone." Note: This is one of a few different instances where the BLM ASAC was 
disrespectful to one of our employees. Additional Note: This particular employee was apparently 
concerned about her safety and what she witnessed and felt as a result of the 2014 Cliven Bundy/Gold 
Butte Trespass Cattle Impound. Fm1her Note: I felt like the least we could do was to take the time to 
explain as best as possible the situation and the expected future regarding her concems, as well as let her 
(and anyone else) simply vent and talk to us. Also Note: No disrespect intended, but I simply grew more 
and more frustrated with this BLM ASAC over these types of issues. Continuing Note: The BLM ASAC 
honed in on this civilian employee and would from time to time when her name came up say that he is 
done with her, he didn't want to deal with her and insinuate her concems were ridiculous. 

Sometime in this timeframe, the BLM ASAC spoke on multiple occasions disrespectfully of a deceased 
BLM Law Enforcement Ranger and this Ranger's relationship with another BLM Ranger. Note: For the 
purpose of this narrative, I feel it is inappropriate to go into specifics. I can just say the BLM ASA C's 
comments about a former subordinate employee and gossip were inappropriate and disrespectful, 
especially to a subordinate and in the workplace. (Although previous to this, reference an email titled 
":XXXX" dated Janua1y 14, 2015, at approximately 6: 19 a.m., by the BLM ASAC.) 

The BLM ASAC also spoke of personal relationships between other BLM law enforcement employees, 
based on what this BLM ASAC discovered dming his duties on the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte 
Investigative Team. Note: J just grew more and more tired of hearing disrespectful, private, and 
inappropriate workplace gossip from the BLM ASAC. 

At some point in the fall of 2016, the BLM Special Agent in Charge (SAC) told me that he wanted to get 
me put on the Federal Bmeau of Investigation's (FBI) Joint Te1rn1ism Task Force (JTTF) and would talk 
to the ASAC about coordinating it. Later when I spoke to the ASAC, he said that he spoke to a person 
that he knew was on the JTTF and that person said that he wasn't aware of any part time JTTF members. 
Therefore, it doesn't look like it will happen. Note: The thought of the ASAC speaking to some person on 
the JTIF and not the JTTF's supervisor is unusual, especially since I am aware the ASAC communicates 
directly with that supervisor. Note: The BLM ASAC has in the past spoke critically of the FBI JTTF 
supervisor. Additional Note: Previous to this, the BLM TMU (the unit which a BLM SAC commanded) 
had been allegedly conducting sensitive and controversial surveillance on Constitutionally protected 
activities without any policy safeguards in place. It was apparent that other agencies, to include the FBI 
weren't simply allowed to conduct this type of intelligence gathering ·without adhering to their policies. 

On November 3, 2016, at approximately 9:23 a.m., a BLM SAC sent out on article titled "Oregons radical 
rnral right- How the light-wing Patt-iot movement is. organizing throughout Oregon's rmal 
communities," by Joam1e Zulu ( originally dated October 11, 2016). 
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On or about November 9, 2016, I had a conversation with a BLM ASAC, in the presence of another BLM 
SA in the parking lot of the BLM Idaho State office at approximately 10: 15 a.m., in reference to the 
support provided by other agencies to indude the Federal Protective Service (FPS). During this 
conversation, the BLM ASAC called the supervisor a Pu$$y. 

Also, on or about November 9, 2016, in the presence of another BLM SA, I again informed the BLM 
ASAC that he should identify yet another co-case agent in the investigation regarding Cliven Bundy. 
The ASAC responded that he wasn't going to talk to me about this. I repeated this notification to the 
ASAC when I w1derstood the ASAC was dismissive. Note! 

. Additionally, as --------.-~-------------------------more an more con uct issues were revea e or repo1te to e an w en I 111 tum spoke with, or repo1ted 
the conduct to the ASAC, our relationship became more an more stressed. When I spoke to the ASAC 
about issues I discovered in my investigation, the ASAC was dismissive and our relationship grew more 
and more stressed. To me, it seemed that the ASAC attempted to bully me into not scheduling medical 
procedures and keeping my mouth shut about agency and p~ssible exculpato1y case issues and to do what 
he tells me to do without question. Additional Note: I ) 

( . 

I f 
~A~a~d=it~1o_n_a=~-,~1-i-oo~i-ca-t-ed~to-t~h-e=B=L~M~A~S~A~C~ffi-a~tl-w-as 

growing more and more uncomfortable with circumstances iurrmmding this investigation and our agency. 
Note: I further informed the BLM ASAC that due to the circumstances of the investigation and continued 
issues that I believe are not resolved in the agency, I would begin looking for another position. 

Therefore, smce the ASAC doesn't feel like lie can do 1t on his 
own, he needed to identify yet another co-case agent from BLM to assist in any tasks surrounding trial 
and trial preparation. Note: This is following many repeated attempts to get assistance in this 
investigation. Dwing this conversation, tl1e BLM ASAC seemingly dismissed my requests and ignored 
my conclusions. Additionally, the ASAC dismissed il:he idea of the agents and officers that told me were 
interested and available to help. When assistance was finally auth01ized (over the past two years and 10 
months), I was given an assistant with little expe1ience in the BLM and each time they either quit, left the 
agency, or simply didn't do their assignments. When I requested specific individual, who had shown an 
interest in assisting, the BLM ASAC would tell me things like they are too strong willed, or they don't 
take direction well. Also Note: The witnessing BLM SA is a fine person. However, it should be noted 
that he is a very close personal-friend to the BLM ASAC and the godfather to the BLM ASAC's daughter. 

Sometime sh01tly thereafter (I think around November 10, 2016), a BLM SAC asked me to speak with 
him in private in his office. During this conversation, the BLM SAC told me it would be "disastrous" for 
the agency and investigation if I left and asked me to please come and speak with him before I made any 
decisions like that. The BLM SAC was ve1y polite <liming this conversation. Additionally, during this 
conversation I told the BLM SAC that I must do what I think is the 1igbt thing and I'm not going to do 
something that I think is wrong. I told the SAC that rm not going to be bullied into doing what I believe 
1s wrong. 

Around November 15, 2016, I had a discussion with the BLM ASAC in my office in regard to the above 
issues. 
(For specific background on that discussion, please see the email titled "A few important points from our 
recent conversation," dated November 16, 2016, at approximately 1: 18 p.m., and my response email titled 
"Re: A few imp01tant points from our recent conversation," at approximately 6:28 p.m.) 
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On or about November 16, 2016, at approximately 1:18 p.m., I received an email from a BLM ASAC in 
reference to above mentioned discussion.  After I received this email, the BLM ASAC came to see me in 
my office.  The BLM ASAC told me that he needed to “protect himself.”  The BLM ASAC also stated 
that he spoke to Human Resources (HR) about me and seemed to indicate HR helped him construct the 
referenced email.  (Please see the email titled “A few important points from our recent conversation,” 
dated November 16, 2016, at approximately 1:18 p.m.)  Note:  After reading the below email, it was clear 
to me the BLM ASAC didn’t disclose to HR the context or relevant content of our previous discussions, 
investigative case and agency issues, or my serious medical issues.   

For ease of review, the content (minus the names) is enclosed:  

“We recently had a conversation on November 14, 2016, that covered many topics during a two hour period.  I 
don’t intend to summarize all the conversation, but some of the topics were: 

•  We discussed your willingness to complete future job duties related to your role as the case agent on the
Gold Butte investigation.  You stated that you agreed to continue working in your role as case agent and as the
BLM’s lead investigator on this case for as long as you are employed in your current position.

• I stated that you don’t have the flexibility as an employee to select which job duties you will and will not
perform, and you agreed to perform all duties as assigned by me including Gold Butte case agent duties for as
long as you work for me.

• You also indicated it is your desire to apply for other jobs within the federal government and that you may
proceed with these external job pursuits after a medical procedure that you might schedule in Spring of 2017.

• You expressed your desire to identify another special agent to start learning the Gold Butte case to assist
with current trial preparation and to help work this case into the future.  I informed you that I had already
initiated that process.

Again, this is not intended to summarize everything we talked about.  It only captures notes on a few of the 
important points as a record for both of us. 

Thanks, and I appreciate your work” 

Also, on or about November 16, 2016, at approximately 6:28 p.m., I replied to the ASAC’s above 
referenced email as well as the discussion the ASAC and I had in my office following the email.  Please 
see my response email titled “Re:  A few important points from our recent conversation,” dated 
November 16, 2016.  Note:  Following this email, I didn’t receive any additional correspondence from 
the ASAC.  The ASAC only politely told me that the email helped him see issues from my point of view. 

For ease of review, the content (minus the names) is enclosed:   

“Thank you XXXX.  I know you and many others appreciate this work.  I wish I could do it even better. 

You are right, these are some of the topics we discussed.  At this particular meeting we also discussed many 
other issues that are critical and that I believe should be part of the record for both of our memory's.  Did you 
happen to tape this conversation for the record?  (I am okay if you did as it helps prepare notes.)  Also in 
previous conversations, we discussed pertinent issues that are important as background information. 

Please note that just for clarification, I can't inclusively say that I will perform all duties given by you my 
supervisor.  Just for clarification, I can't perform immoral, illegal, or actions prohibited by policy.  I know you 
didn't mean that, I just wanted to clarify for the purposes of this documented response. 
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I submit this email as response to your email and conversation with HR. This situation is very serious to me. I 
know it is serious to you as well. 

U you haven't already done so, I request you keep XXXXXX and XXXXXX apprised of our conversations. 

Please know that I respect you professionally and like you as a person. I will try to look at issues from your 
point of view as I hope you will try to look at things from my point of view. I hope we can move forward, but 
until we get this off our chests, I feel there will be friction. If we can't professionally and hopefully friendly move 
forward, please let me know. I know it will take some time to digest this lengthy email. 

As I discussed with you in our meeting, I request assistance on this very important investigation. Until this 
meeting, I had no idea that you had requested additional assistance. It was something we just briefly talked 
about on many occasions, but I never understood that you decided to actually request the help for me. It 
seemed like every time I brought the issue UIP you were dismissive. 

Had you requested this assistance prior to our discussion the previous week? 

If so, when and to who did you request to get us some help? Was the request confirmed as authorized by 
higher headquarters? 

Just as a talking point, each and every time someone quit the team, it implied to me that we needed a 
replacement. I relied on you to get that replacement. The mere fact that I can keep my head above water 
doesn't imply that I am excelling or succeeding. Each and every time someone quit the team, I (mostly) with 
assistance from you picked up the workload. We pushed forward, but it could have/should have been 
better. Hey, at least we made it happen. Understand though, it could have been better and more 
comprehensive from my end. 

As you may recall, from BLM Director XXXXXXXXX on down, I have been told many, many times that if I need 
anything to please let them know. Well, I have requested assistance from you on many, many occasions over 
the past two and a half years after our whole investigative team quit (one after another). I didn't feel it was 
necessary or right to make those requests over your head, after all it was going okay, right. (not to me) I know 
now that I should have been more forceful and more clearly articulated the case's need for additional 
manpower. This was clearly a communication failure on my end (one of many). I know you are supportive 
during conversations. You see, if you (or I) wait until you (we) absolutely need help, then you (we) have 
already failed in your (our) mission. In order to be successful in an endeavor, you need to "worst case 
scenario" forecast that potential manpower shortage and plan for it. Because I could keep my head above 
water and complete (with some very limited temporary assistance-except with some considerable assistance 
by you at certain points in major projects) many projects such as the report/supplemental of investigation (330 
exhibits-25, 182 words), eight searchl the prosecution teams 90,000,000 email review project, 5,000+ 
audio file review project, camera too ge review project, 222 supplemental item turn in research, 
documentation, and item capture, schedule Las Vegas interviews, prepare a "one stop shop" comprehensive 
document as requested by the prosecution team (85,894 words to this point), suspect point/defense point of 
view/counter-argument research, etc, it doesn't mean that I will be able to keep up tomorrow and I feel like I 
could have done a better job then. 

I need a co-case agent, preferably one that lives less than 700 miles away from the venue as I do. Once 
XXXXXXXX left the team (although he was and is very helpful), XXXXXXX quit the team, XXXXXXX left the 
team, XXXXXXXX (understandable-he had important Oregon duties) left, XXXXXXX left, to XXXXXXX left, I 
have felt alone with the exception of your help on large projects and external/higher coordination. The problem 
is that I need more help than that. I need a co-case agent. I feel I am, or soon will behind and loosing my 
attention to detail which leads to errors. 

You have been a great partner as it relates to complex/long-term tasks and significant higher headquarters and 
partner agency coordination, but I am generally alone in the basic case research, the "good to have" trial prep, 
and administrative and logistical requirements of this very long term/complex conspiracy investigation. I don't 
want issues to fall through the cracks or errors to exist. I need a dedicated co-case agent that lives near the 
venue to assist and that can ultimately take over local administrative responsibilities on this investigation. You 
see, I am not really a case agent if every time I have a need/request the person that is assigned that tasks just 
hands me more unanswered questions and problems. Where is the initiative? 
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{MEDICAL ISSUE DELETED} I am unsure as we speak of what will be necessary and what, if any footprint it 
would have on this case.  I hope to have a better understanding in a couple of weeks.  We need to keep that in 
the back of our minds regarding planning.  Since then, other medical issues that need to be checked into have 
also arose.   

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

I have not put in for promotions or other jobs within this agency because I didn't want to risk not being available 
for this investigation. 

I have not put in for temporary promotions and many details because of the negative impact it could have on 
this case.  Instead, I told you that I am open to going to any details as you see fit if you must fill the slot or a 
need arises such as Cottonwood Idaho during the 4th of July weekend and ROAM 2016.    

Please also keep in mind the circumstances surrounding this very complex, long term complex conspiracy 
investigation.  This case is the first and by far the largest of its kind undertaken by the Department of Interior 
and it is the largest case in terms of evidence volume ever undertaken by the FBI.   

Back in May of 2014, immediately following my security detail at XXXXXXX house, in a telephone call, XXXXX 
asked me if I was available to commit for 90 days of intense case work down in Las Vegas.  I gladly said 
"yes."  In Las Vegas, an area approximately 700 miles from my home, at the request of you and XXXXX, I 
gladly said I would be the case agent and lead investigator for this complex case for the team even though I 
was the most junior agent on the team and I was 700 miles from my home and family.  Please keep in mind this 
requires very considerable travel (in the past and scheduled for the future-more so than other agents) and a 
scope of duty that is above my pay grade and in line with a job description of senior/lead special 
agent.  However, that doesn't matter and until now I haven't brought it up, but please keep that in mind.  Please 
also keep in mind that as the case agent, I had numerous individuals working "for" me that were above my GS 
level and virtually all my team were above me in pay step.  I only bring that up so you are aware.  I am not 
complaining or requesting a desk audit of my duties for the past two years+ or my future projected 
duties.  However, it is of noted importance when combined with the frequent and on call required travel 
associated with this case.  

This past travel, projected future travel (mainly for trials), and work load stress has been harmful to me and my 
family, but this case is critically important.  Even with all this travel and unprecedented case work load, I 
volunteered anytime I thought help was needed in other areas, cases and if training was offered I took it so I 
could be a better asset.  Please note that upon my return from training, I developed professional courses of 
instruction for our officers/agents.  When I submitted those training packages for review, I couldn't even get any 
comments, suggestions, or guidance.  Please also note my casework on other events/cases to include my 
mining related fraud, ARPA, property theft, and armed career criminal investigations.     

You told me I offended you in my statements regarding your justifiable distractions.  I am sorry and that 
certainly wasn't my intention.  I have much professional respect and personal affection for you.  Sometimes I do 
a poor job of articulating and explaining myself.  I obviously failed in our conversation last week and likely even 
this email. 

I know you have honorable and justifiable distractions.  I am not complaining about those.  I am simply 
requesting assistance and identifying the need for a more traditional co-case agent, not my boss that has other 
competing duties.    

We have had a few other issues of stress in our relationship such as the ones I have previously explained to 
you, but I felt like I could talk to you about them.  Those issues do however effect our professional 
relationship.  I think we can continue to work through them, but they should be addressed, as they are relevant 
to this topic and I want to eliminate that stress.   

I can see that the potential exculpatory material that we discussed with the prosecution team causes you great 
stress and creates friction in our relationship, as it may be potentially embarrassing to some employees/our 
agency.  It causes me stress as well.  When we talk about them, I fill you give me the look of "I wish he would 
just be quite."  XXXXX, I can't not mention those things and pretend they don't exist as they are an unlikely but 
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potential threat to successful prosecution. We have to move forward from that and inform the prosecution team 
of any potential embarrassing exculpatory issues (true of false) or credibility threat ( as we are doing), so they 
can prepare a rebuttal. As potential witnesses, we (and others) need to prepare a rebuttal. The prosecution 
team also needs to understand any potential issues during their witness prep sessions and threat of non­
verbals by the witnesses during cross examination. It shouldn't cause our relationship stress. It is for the 
betterment of the case, the right thing to do, and required. We are doing fine on this (I think and hope), but in 
our telephone conversation with XXXXX, XXXXXX, and XXXXXX when I discussed many of these unvetted 
matters, I felt abandoned when you (knowingly or unknowingly) gave the impression to me and likely the team 
that you generally didn't know what I was talking about. You were a part of many of the conversations, told me 
personally some instances, or had heard many if not all of those same allegations. I felt abandoned by you in 
this regard. 

The discussion about officer safety and investigative tactics as well as an individuals leadership qualities and 
apparent protected status has brought some stress in my opinion, but I think you agree with me on those. 

Additionally, when law enforcement within our agency spoke cruelly and dehumanized some of our subjects, 
you didn't correct them. They should have enough respect not to talk that way, especially in front of potential 
witnesses that will need to testify that we and our agency are professional and unbiased. What do we say if 
that question gets through? Remember the video you showed me. I feel that was bad form. Some of our LE 
even emailed and texted dumb stuff that could call into question our agencies (and our) personal bias. This is 
just another hoop that we don't need to jump through at this point and we need to nip this in the bud. These 
are often great people that just had a small lapse in judgement (as we all do), but as a supervisor please stop 
those actions when/if encountered in the future (I would like rather testify that you or other stopped those 
issues rather than nothing additional was said). We as an agency need follow-on training and a reminder to 
our officers on matters such as these (possibly a good in-service subject). 

The individual charges are something I feel strongly about as well. As we spoke before, I feel a better strategy 
might include a reconsideration and superseding indictment as well as additional consideration for a plea 
strategy. If you agre~ please bring this up as I already have. (Note: This is in response to a previously 
briefed prosecution strategy of not giving thejwy the ability or option to convict on lesser offenses and 
acquit on the more serious offenses. Additionally, this ,vas in reference to not offering plea agreements to 
Bundy family members and also takes into account the Oregon Malheur Trail verdict form October 27, 
2016, when occupiers were acquitted.) 

Also when I take leave (use/lose), I perceive that although you are great and super supportive, it makes you 
nervous. That is why I try to come back early each and every time, call and check in, check messages 
everyday, even to the point of driving one hour out of my way to participate in team calls (that were 
rescheduled time, and many times again). This is why it is important for us to get that help. When you tell me 
that you or no one but me could do this inve-stigation at this point, that is a problem. You never know what the 
future will hold and either of us through no fault of our own may be unavailable during the most critical times in 
this investigation/court. I 
'-------------------- . I just want to mention this as a point. 

A couple of months ago you mentioned to me that you have personal issues (we won't get into them here) and 
that you are unsure of your availability for the case during the trial periods. You even briefly discussed a sort of 
trial rotation between me and you for trial. That is perfectly understandable, especially after the initial six to 
eight week trial, but what if I am unavailable then as well. Then we fail as a team. We can't let that 
happen. That is why we need to identify help early. When you told me that XXXXX said he would get us some 
help and possibly cover for some trial periods and you told him it had to be either one of us, I couldn't believe 
it. We need that help and we need it early, even if they are underutilized and bored at first. I should have 
strongly argued that issue with you at the time but I didn't because I didn't want to creat additional stress in our 
relationship. 

When you told me how you were greatly disappointed in me and lost respect for me, all I could think of is that I 
was the only and most junior investigator in the agency and I said I would gladly help and at your request take 
the lead in the most complex, far reaching, and significant case the Department of Interior has ever undertaken, 
even though it is 700 miles away from my home and family and I have done that for over two and a half years 
now. How many people much more senior to me and our and other agencies quit or refused? You and I are 
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the only ones that stayed on.  I signed up for 90 days and still two years and seven months into this I am going 
strong every day.  Again, this is a great cause of stress for me and my family, but I have been okay with 
that.  We have accepted the likely hood of threats and violence against me and my family (since I authored so 
many critical documents).  I volunteered to go to Las Vegas for extended periods of time and even report to 
work at the FBI office.  I even moved my family from the highly desirable area of XXXXXX to XXXXXXX (a 
good city in its own regard) for the primary purpose of working side by side with you (my co-case agent) so 
this case can succeed.  I failed to sell my house for many months and subjected myself to two 
mortgages.  Why?  For this case and because it was the right thing to do.  I go to work everyday and give 
100% and will keep doing so as long as I live, whether with this agency, another agency, or in another career.  I 
hope you also understand that I am heartbroken over your response, but I do understand that I could have and 
should have articulated my position better.      

When we spoke about my ability to put in for other positions and promotions, you indicated that it would be 
detrimental to the case and no one else could pick up for me.  I then reminded you of all the past BLM Case 
Agents, the FBI Case Agents and assisting investigators, the prosecution team substitutions, and frankly all 
those that quit.  You told me that is different and that you can't help it if they have weak supervisors.  (I won't 
elaborate on that for the purpose of this document.)  Can't you see that I want to help and at much great 
sacrifice I continue to want to help and solely bear the majority of the burden.  When we see that trial will take 
3-4 months each rotation and there are at a minimum of three to four rotations of trial in Las Vegas with 1-3
months in between, surely you can agree with our need for help and my concern for my family, my health, and
my career.  Is this worth impact to such a extent when we have two agents in Las Vegas, many Rangers, and
other agents in an easy driving distance?  Can you justify that in your heart?  You have told me in the past that
some agents just aren't up to the task or won't help and that is an issue for their supervisors.  So instead of
helping them get up to the task, I feel like you are trying to intimidate me into just keeping my mouth shut for
the next 2+ years, after I have already worked so hard for the past two years and seven months.

There is also tension in the office because I don't eat a long lunch very often or hang out and talk beyond 
pleasantries.  I am very sorry about that.  I know we have a bunch of people here that are great that I would like 
to get to know them better.  I treasure any interaction I have with XXXXX or our of the office.  With that and 
other reasons, I just can't justify that time a this point.  I hope you understand. 

When I don't go out to eat with the crew in Vegas, it isn't because I don't like them, but when there is so much 
profanity, drinking, and loud obnoxious talk (even about our case), I find it very challenging to deal with.  I know 
you do as well.  Honestly, I have great respect for some of the worst offenders.  It is just not my 
personality. 

I hope we can move forward from here.  If we can't, we need to come up with another solution with input from 
our supervisors. Whatever happens, I want you to know that I appreciate you personally and 
professionally.  Now hopefully you see this situation from my point of view. 

I will forward this email to my personal account for a record and keep a hard copy.  I am not planning on 
forwarding up the chain of command or to the prosecution team (no BCCs), but please fill free if you desire. 

Please think about this and if you see fit, clarify my professional reputation with XXXXXX, XXXXX, and HR if 
need be. 

Being a leader is hard isn't it.  There are so many times I wish I could go back and do something/handle 
something differently as a leader in the Marine Corps or my past LE positions.  I think about right now I have 
what it takes to be a pretty good Marine Private or a junior game warden and very little else.  I have a lot to 
learn.  Hey, I guess showing up is the biggest hurdle.   

Thank you for your time and sorry for this lengthy email.  I felt like I needed to explain some issues and frankly, 
get them off my chest.  Have a good night and rest easy.  I hope we can put this behind us.  If not, let's come 
up with a respectful solution and part ways on good terms.  

Respectfully,” 
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On November 17, 2016, at approximately 5:01 p.m., I sent a BLM ASAC an email titled “Email Material 
that We Might Want to Make The Prosecution Team Aware Of.”  I reference to the suspected very 
degrading photoshopped photograph of Ryan Bundy holding a giant penis in front of the sign that reads 
“The West Has Now Been Won,” from April 12, 2014.  It came to my attention this photoshopped 
photograph was likely available on BLM’s email system and potentially subject to FOIA, the Litigation 
Hold, and Discovery.  Note:  This degrading email was not located in the pre-Discovery email review.  It 
is possible this email didn’t make the word search criteria, or it was erased.  Additional Note:  A BLM SA 
told me about this email and it was clear to me that my chain of command knew about it. 

Sometime in this timeframe (October, November, or December 2016), I specifically remember a 
conversation between a BLM SA (who was a reporting party in reference to the BLM OLES supervisory 
misconduct and cited in my supervisor’s follow-up report) and a BLM Information Technology 
Specialist, in which this SA (a potential Bundy Trial Witness) turned his old government cell phone when 
he received his new government issued cell phone.  This conversation occurred sometime in the late Fall 
of 2016, in my presence in the office that I shared with the BLM SA.  At the time, I thought it was 
unusual that the BLM SA asked and then confirmed a couple of times with the BLM Information 
Technology (IT) Specialist that his phone (which would contain any photoshopped text messages that 
portrayed the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound misconduct would be completely 
“wiped” (erased) from his old government issued phone).     

On or about November 28, 2016, I attended an interview of a XXXXXXX in which members of the 
prosecution team a BLM ASAC and an FBI SA were present.  In this interview, the group was notified of 
what I believe are massive issues regarding a BLM SAC.  Note:  In additional to providing additional 
information, the subject in the interview alleged the BLM SAC unlawfully removed evidence and 
threatened serious bodily harm on the ASAC and his family.  Additional Note:  My supervisor was 
present during this interview and follow-on meeting.  Further Note:  There should be an FBI-302 
interview report available.  Also Note:  These issues include in part, the BLM ASAC informing the 
investigative team and prosecution team that a BLM SAC had basically threatened his life and threatened 
physical bodily harm on the BLM ASAC and the BLM ASAC’s family if or for reporting the BLM SAC’s 
wrongdoing.  The BLM ASAC went on to say the BLM SAC told him this situation has caused him to lose 
his identity as a BLM SAC and has caused the BLM SAC to not be able to see his daughter.  Please Note:  
Due to the statements by the BLM ASAC, I left the meeting with the understanding that the BLM ASAC 
told higher headquarters BLM OLES management, but I am doubtful if these instances were ever 
reported to the DOI Office of Inspector General or the BLM Office of Professional Responsibility.  I base 
this belief on the fact that well after this disclosure, the lead prosecutor was still strongly considering 
using this BLM SAC as the star trial witness, I heard the BLM SAC was still employed by BLM, I didn’t 
notice this reported instance in any Henthorn/Giglio review, there was no public disclosure of this 
instance by DOI OIG on their website, and that BLM OLES members of management seemed very 
protective of this BLM SAC.      

On or about November 29, 2016, at approximately 9:00 a.m., a BLM ASAC and I had a meeting with 
staff at the BLM Southern Nevada District Office, located at 4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive, Las Vegas, NV 
89130.  (Timeline Talking Point) During this meeting, a senior member of BLM civilian management 
stated that President Obama at the urging of, and as a retirement present to Senator Harry Reid was going 
to designate the Gold Butte Area as a National Monument as a final finger in the eye and F-you to Bundy. 

On December 6, 2016, I received a $1000.00 Performance Cash Award and a Superior Performance 
Rating (SF-50 Notice of Personnel Action dated November 25, 2016-award recommended by a BLM 
ASAC on October 19, 2016).  During this timeframe, a BLM ASAC told me that he didn’t put in another 
BLM SA for a cash award.   
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The award justification stated the following: "Special Agentl bears the heavy burden of serving as 
the case agent for the Gold Butte investigation in Nevada wlticliTsnow in its third year. Eve1y dayL 
works hard on various tasks and assignments from the attorneys at the Las Vegas U.S. Attorney's q~ 
which are leading up to criminal prosecution of several defendants who assaulted our officers in AJt(i) 
2014. He perfo1ms at a ve1y high level and continues to accomplish his case work with speed and 
excellence. When he has expe1ienced b1ief petiods in between Gold Butte case work he has found tin1e to 
go on two uniformed details, one national detail and one local detail in Idaho. On several occasions he 
has supported other BLM agents and law enforcement rangers in their case work which is a great example 
of teamwork. He has a personal interest in researching active shooter incidents. He developed a thorough 
training package on active shooter response and delivered it to Idaho ELM officers. He also made these 
training materials available for other officers to use." 

On December 7, 2016, I received an email from a BLM GIS/Mapping Specialist titled "Re: Possible 
Helpful Infonnation." This email stated the following: "This project is. not complicated. It is 
rndimentaiy, at best. I am just waiting on inf01mation. I will not use any of XXXXXXX XXXXXX 
info1mation because it is garbage. I will not have my name associated with information that I know is 
amateurish, incomplete and inconect. Especially, since there is a good chance, it will be used in a comt 
of law. If XXXXXXX XXXXXX wants so badly to do it, then let her do it." (Timeline Talking Point) 
Note: The meeting from January 24, 2017, at the US. Attorney's Office in 1rhich this individual indicated 
the_prior government s111,·eys of the land in question were "criminal." Additional Note: This email is an 
example of the ever-decreasing cooperation within the agency. 

At some point in this timeframe (I think around December 8, 2016), A BLM ASAC told me that a BLM 
SAC took some sort of ve1y long-te1m family leave possibly due to the stress he experienced on April 12, 
2014, before he was going to get in some so1t of trouble. Therefore, it is unknown ifhe is willing or 
available to conduct witness prep or even testify in comt. Note: During a conversation about this issue a 
BLM ASAC stated "That was smart." (Reference an email titled Fwd: J witness prep," dated 
October 27, 2016, at approximately 4:26 p.m., from a BLM ASAC to die BLM OLES Deputy Director 
and a BLM SAC.) Additional Note: This SAC is openly known to be "the key" and most important 
witness in the entire case. Fmther Note: The BLM ASAC went on to say that although the BLM SAC is 
deemed to be the case's star witness, the ELM OLES Director could testify in place of the BLM SAC. The 
BLM ASAC told me that the BLM OLES Director was there and participated in all the pre-impoundment 
planning and was co-located with the BLM SAC during impoundment operations. Also Note: I came to 
believe that the BLM OLES Director likely knew or should have kneiv about the BLM SA C's misconduct 
and recklessness. 

December 9, 2016, a series of emails were exchanged with the assigned BLM Gold Butte Co-Case Agent. 
(Timeline Talking Point) 

At approximately 10: 17 a.m., in an email titled chain titled "Checking h1," this BLM SA wrote in part 
"Honestly, I haven't read anything yet. I do plan on speaking witl1 XXXXX (his supe1visor/a BLM 
ASAC) in great length about removing me from this assignment as I feel it is not productive to have me 
working on this case for many reasons .... .I know that came off bad as sometimes emails or texts can but 
please understand my frnstrations are not directed at you, just the sin1ation." Note: This email is an 
example of the ever-decreasing cooperation within the agency. Additional Note: This individual had 
been assigned to be the BLM Gold Butte Co-Case Agent since November 2016, as an-anged by a BLM 
ASAC. This individual was informed that his onlv priority was to assist in the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte 
Investigation. His only assign.men! was to read the primary identified casefile documents. However, by 
December 9, 2016, he hadn't read any of the documentation and instead focused his attention on other 
issues. FmtherNote: Please also reference the voicemailfrom my office phone line dated December 9, 
2017, at approximate(y 6:28 p.m., in which this Special Agent indicated the responsibility of being the 
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Co-Case Agent kind of “freaked him out.”  Also Note:  I have respect for, and like this individual.  I think 
he had the potential to do an outstanding job in a much needed and appreciated role.  Additionally, he 
was physically located in Las Vegas, Nevada, and along with another Special Agent seemed to me to be 
best options for assistance.     

On or about December 12, 2016, at approximately 9:58 a.m., just before a scheduled conference call (that 
discussed whether the BLM should turn over the Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound Administrative 
Operations Plan to trial defense teams), prior to other participants joining in, I overheard a BLM SAC tell 
a BLM ASAC that another BLM employee failed to turn over required discovery material.  Note:  Based 
on what I could understand from overhearing a portion of this conversation, I believe the BLM ASAC was 
referring to text messages.  Additional Note:  I walked in on this portion of the conversation just after 
returning to the restroom.  I came to believe that I wasn’t meant to hear that portion of the conversation 
between the BLM SAC and BLM ASAC.  Reference an email titled “Re:  Call with Steve XXXXX,” dated 
December 12, 2016, at approximately 8:42 a.m., by a BLM SAC.  In the email, the BLM SAC stated: 
“You guys available for a call with XXXXX and XXX?  I will set up.”  Also reference an email invitation 
from a BLM SAC to the conference call on phone line (877) XXX-XXXX, on December 12, 2016, at 
9:03 a.m.  Further Note:  This call in was made by a BLM ASAC on 208-373-4023.  Also Note:  Since 
before the Fall of 2016 (when the severe issues with the BLM SAC became more and more apparent and 
damaging to the aforementioned case and the BLM), this was the first time I had heard from this 
particular BLM SAC, even though he was the SAC tasked with overseeing the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte 
Nevada Investigation for the DOI and I was the Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the DOI and I 
specifically requested on November 16, 2016, for the BLM ASAC to keep the BLM SAC up to date on the 
issues with the problematic BLM SAC.  It should also be noted that this BLM SAC was friends with the 
problematic BLM SAC.  To date (as of October 6, 2017), I haven’t heard from this particular BLM SAC. 

Additionally, on December 28, 2016, I received an email from a BLM ASAC titled “Re:  Statement by 
the President on the Designation of Bears Ears National Monument and Gold Butte National Monument.  
The enclosed comment stated: “Not surprised, but there’s nothing like dialing up the heat on an already 
hot situation.”  Note:  The Timeline Talking Point from November 29, 2016. 

In early January of 2017, I spoke with a former BLM ASAC who recently transferred to the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USF&WS).  In the conversation, this individual, now a Special Agent (SA) told me that 
the BLM SAC was a reason he decided to leave the BLM.  This SA also said indicated that the BLM 
SAC is so arrogant and uncaring that he actually sends photographs of his own feces to his co-workers.  
This SA further indicated that the BLM SAC has tried to push BLM Law Enforcement to be more 
militaristic and attempted to put some of his agents through sniper school.  This SA finally indicated that 
he tried to inform his superiors, but they wouldn’t listen and eventually his situation became unbearable.  
Note:  Following this conversation, I informed a BLM ASAC of the individual’s comments.  The BLM 
ASAC stated “I bet he did have a lot to say.” 
Later in this timeframe, a BLM SAC told me that the BLM ASAC’s decision to leave the BLM at this 
critical time in the agency’s history tells a lot about the character of the former BLM ASAC. 

In January 2017, a BLM ASAC directed me to type “Attorney Client Privilege” on the Gold Butte 
Timeline of Events.  I informed the ASAC I was uncomfortable with typing that on the document since 
the document didn’t really meet that criteria.  Therefore, I typed “Internal Law Enforcement Work 
Product” instead. 

On January 5, 2017, at approximately 10:59 a.m., myself, a BLM ASAC and other members of the Cliven 
Bundy/Gold Butte Investigation and Prosecution Team received an email from the lead prosecutor titled 
“Jencks Review.”  This email contained an attachment titled “Master.Witness.List.1.5.17.pdf.”  Note:  
This attachment was the current Master Witness list for all trials.  I was listed as a trial witness.  
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Additional Note:  This email also indicated that the lead prosecutor completed the Jencks review and 
contained direction from the lead prosecutor to let him know if we disagree with any of the 
decisions/reviews/disclosure or whether we think he missed anything.  Further Note:  Although it was 
previously clear to me that a BLM ASAC hadn’t appropriately made agency issue related disclosures to 
the prosecution team, I was fairly sure that after our conversations he would start appropriately doing so 
in the future.     
 
On January 13, 2017, at approximately 7:38 a.m., an email was sent out by a BLM SAC titled “article.”  
This email contained a link to a Men’s Journal article titled, “Neil Kornze the Man Cementing Obamas 
Public Lands Legacy,” by Abraham Streep. 
 
Also, during this timeframe, a BLM ASAC told me about another BLM SA that was giving a formal 
presentation in Portland, OR, in reference to sovereign citizen and militia ideology (or something along 
those lines).  Note:  The BLM ASAC continually has stated this agent has a high opinion of herself and 
seemed to have some sort of a personal issue or resentment toward this BLM SA.  Ultimately, the BLM 
ASAC told me the BLM SA was told to not give that presentation and that she was mad (or something like 
that).  
 
On or about Tuesday, January 24, 2017, while at the U.S. Attorney’s Office, located at 501 S. Las Vegas 
Blvd., Las Vegas, NV 89101, on the ninth floor in the Gold Butte Investigative Team (GBIT) working 
room, the lead prosecutor was commenting on the scope and the number of internal investigations and 
allegations regarding a BLM SAC.  During these comments, the lead prosecutor indicated that he didn’t 
see how the case can successfully move forward without the BLM SAC as the star witness.  I in a joking 
way, the lead prosecutor said something like “Sure, we don’t need the BLM SAC.”  Note:  However, it 
was clear that the BLM SAC was the primary and most important witness.     
 
Also, during the conversation, the lead prosecutor (now the Acting U.S. Attorney for the District of 
Nevada) mentioned to me that one of the BLM Supervisory Rangers had serious issues, would be a poor 
witness, and something like he was “defective.”  Note:  I believe this was in reference to the April 6, 
2014, arrest of Dave Bundy and this BLM Supervisory Ranger’s subsequent interviews with the 
Prosecution Team and the FBI.  I attempted to make it clear that the law enforcement staff knew very 
little except the Bundy’s made it clear that they would stop the impound by “whatever means necessary” 
and BLM SAC ’s direction was to go out there and “kick Cliven Bundy in the teeth (or mouth) and take 
his cattle and “not take any crap from anyone.”  I told this prosecutor that the BLM SAC’s leadership 
example was literally a textbook example of how not to act and that it was clear to me that the BLM 
SAC’s ego played strongly in the April 12, 2014, “Stand-off.” 
 
The lead USAO’s Prosecutor asked me if I thought the BLM Director of OLES was involved (criminally) 
with the BLM SAC’s actions.  I told him that I don’t think so and that I hadn’t seen anything to make be 
believe that.     
 
Additionally, I followed the lead prosecutor to his office to do another task (as I recall I attempted to help 
him locate some bit of specific information on his DOI/BLM Case Hard Drive).  While in the lead 
prosecutor’s office in response to the conversation about a BLM SAC, I told the prosecutor that I am 
starting to believe that ego did lead to a heavy-handed approach, which in turn contributed to the incident 
on April 12, 2014.  Additionally, we spoke about subjects of the investigation (both suspects and non-
suspects).  The prosecutor told me that if he told or taught his son to go out and break the law or do 
something crazy like Cliven Bundy told and taught his children, his son would tell him to “go to hell.”  I 
told the prosecutor that from my upbringing, I believed and obeyed my dad (generally) and my children 
believe and obey (generally) me.   In this conversation, I told the prosecutor that I have some compassion 
for them and that they simply believe what they do, due to the way they were raised.  We also spoke 
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about the detention of two of the individuals and I mentioned to the prosecutor that all the information I 
reviewed, didn’t indicate a propensity to violence and that they appeared to be stable members of their 
community and I indicated to him that I didn’t understand their detention.  Note:  I have been previously 
specifically told by this prosecutor that he wants and values my personal opinions, so when appropriate, I 
respectfully gave them to him as requested.  
 
Note:  Also, on or about January 24, 2017, while at the U.S. Attorney’s Office in the lead prosecutors 
work space, the lead prosecutor told me that had it not been for the armed stand-off and assault on 
Federal Officers on April 12, 2014, the only person that would have been charged in this case would have 
been Ammon Bundy for his actions on April 9, 2014. 
         
Also, on or about January 24, 2017, a senior staff member and prosecuting attorney at the U.S. Attorney’s 
Office shook the hands of myself, another BLM SA, and a BLM ASAC and stated something along the 
lines of get these “shall we say Deplorables.”  Note:  This event took place in the late afternoon of the 
U.S. Attorney’s Office, located at 501 S. Las Vegas Blvd, Las Vegas, NV 89101, in the downstairs lobby. 
 
At some point during this timeframe I spoke to a law enforcement supervisor that was part of the U.S. 
Park Police’s (USPP) Special Event Tactical Team (SETT).  I asked that officer if he ever consulted with 
a BLM SAC prior to the decision to arrest Dave Bundy on April 6, 2014.  I asked that question due to the 
USAO’s previous direction not to make arrests and since Dave Bundy wasn’t committing a violent act or 
in the active process of disrupting operations.  Dave Bundy was simply standing on the shoulder of a 
public road and filming with his iPad.  I thought it was unusual to decide to make a federal probable cause 
arrest under those circumstances.  (Especially when the U.S. Attorney’s Office had previously time after 
time directed there to be no arrests (even just before this incident) and even indicated that Federal 
Employees should seek to diffuse any conflicts, even if that meant shutting down operations for the day or 
taking alternate routes around protestors).  I especially thought it was likely that this Supervisory Officer 
would have gotten permission or otherwise would have been directed to make the arrest since Dave 
Bundy was considered a higher profile subject and family member.  In response to these questions, the 
Supervisory Officer told me that although he can’t remember, it is unlikely that he would have authorized 
that arrest without talking to the BLM SAC.  Note:  I believe cell phone records could potentially confirm 
the USPP SETT Sergeant spoke with a BLM SAC (unless the conversation was on an un-recorded or 
deleted radio transmission).  Additional Note:  My conversation with this USPP Sergeant would be 
documented in my phone records and the USPP Sergeant’s phone records.  Further Note:  Following this 
conversation, (the next working day-I think), I informed the BLM ASAC of what I learned.  
 
On or about January 30, 2017, a Public Release version of an Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
Investigation titled “Investigative Report of Ethical Violations and Misconduct by Bureau of Land 
Management Officials was posted.  Note:  It is recommended that this report be read in full.  Additional 
Note:  It is my opinion from what I discovered that this report represents merely a small drop in a huge 
bucket.  Further Note:  This investigation indicated that a BLM SAC violated ethics rules in reference to 
the Nevada Burning Man Event in 2015 and a hiring process for a friend.  The investigation also noted 
that it was reported that the BLM SAC stated that “he owned” the BLM OLES Director and as a result no 
action could be taken against him.  The investigation further stated that it was reported the BLM SAC 
said that “You know, if you don’t side with me, grenades are going to go off and you’ll get hit” and the 
BLM SAC bragged about ruining the reputation of a subordinate and indicated to another subordinate 
that the BLM SAC would ruin the career of that subordinate if she did anything against him.  Also Note:  
Please note the following articles:  Deseret News Article titled “BLM agent in ethic probe threatened 
retaliation: ‘Grenades will go off’” by Amy Joi O’Donoghue and dated February 1, 2017 and an article 
for AZ Central.Com, titled “BLM misconduct probe may derail Bundy Ranch Standoff trial,” by USA 
Today Network Reporters Jenny Kane and Robert Anglen, dated February 2, 2017. 
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Also, time and time again during this investigation, I heard vocal frustrations by BLM Law Enforcement 
Employees that indicated the BLM SAC just had to make the law enforcement presence at the “Burning 
Man” Event bigger and bigger each year.  Note:  There as an open assumption and speculation by BLM 
Law Enforcement Employees was this was simply to feed the BLM SAC’s ego.   
 
During this timeframe, I received a call from a former member of BLM Law Enforcement supervisory 
staff.  This member knew that I was the Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Nevada Case Agent.  This individual 
told me that he had previously spoke with BLM Law Enforcement Senior Staff and that everyone knew 
what kind of person the BLM SAC was, yet they kept letting him get away with things and promoting 
him.  
 
On February 2, 2017, at approximately 1:45 p.m., I received an email titled “HR 621 and 622” from a 
BLM SAC.  (See Email titled “HR 621 and 622,” dated February 2, 2017, my associated responses, and 
the follow-on text message received after the email exchange.)  This email included an article titled 
“Following Pressure from Sportsmen, Bad Public Lands Bill Abandoned” and also indicated that Utah 
Congressman Jason Chaffetz announced the decision to abandon H.R. 621. 
 
I decided this was a good time (due to the rapidly approaching trial) to request my management go on the 
record (through email) with a stance on why BLM Law Enforcement is not following the letter or the 
intent of the Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976/43 United States Code (USC) 1733 (c) (1).  I 
had requested this clarification many times from my supervision, two times from the U.S. Attorney’s 
Office and once from a DOI Solicitor.  Note:  It was exceeding clear to me that no one was willing to give 
me a defendable reason and every BLM Law Enforcement Management Official I asked felt 
uncomfortable and talked around the answer.  Additional Note:  My impression was that the BLM Law 
Enforcement Supervisory Staff had no idea why the BLM wasn’t following the law, didn’t want to have to 
answer that question themselves under oath, and were hoping that myself or any other BLM witness 
would simply “wing” an answer on the stand.  Since I was the DOI Case Agent and likely a trial witness, 
I felt it was my duty to get a justifiable answer (that was hopefully vetting by the U.S. Attorney’s Office 
and/or the DOI Solicitor’s Office) that I can use to help prepare myself and the other BLM witnesses for 
trial testimony.  Note:  It is my belief that the U.S. Department of Interior (Secretary/Deputy Secretary of 
Interior) aren’t aware of, and haven’t authorized the BLM to not follow the letter and the intent of the 
Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976/43 USC 1733 (c) (1).  
 
For ease of discussion, the following portions of emails are included below: 
 
From Me:  February 2, 2017, at 2:49 p.m. 
 
I know this issue can weigh in our minds and influence future plans. 
Hopefully cooler heads will always prevail and we will keep those lands public and always open to activities 
such as hunting, fishing, and other sustainable activities.  I am glad to see that organizations such as the BH&A 
and others understand that need.  Outreach to groups and individuals like these is a great idea. 
When it comes to BLM law enforcement authority (and that proposed legislation) and our primary enabling law 
(FLPMA), I am very, very concerned that as an agency we are not following the letter or the intent of the 
law.  The arguments that I have heard on why as an agency we don't, and haven't followed the law just don't 
hold up.   
Is this concerning to you, or do you think I am wrong?   
Do you know of any effort or plans to bring us into compliance after all these years?   
I believe this is BLM law enforcement's Achilles heel.   
If you haven't heard of any coordinated effort to address this pending future issue, I ask that you bring it up at 
the next appropriate time to the leadership team.  I know it is an unpleasant topic and it's mere mention leads 
people to believe you are disloyal, but in my humble opinion, to not follow the law and its intent isn't the right 
thing to do.  I believe it is actually simple. 
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Since I discovered this issue as the Bundy case agent, it has bothered me. Once I finished the Report of 
Investigation (ROI) and Supplemental Report of Investigation and completed the necessary follow on tasks, I 
literally took potential defendant arguments and sought to disprove them. This was one of those issues that I 
uncovered. 
I am also concerned about our law enforcement program moving further and further from its mandate. I 
understand why we are doing it, but I believe we must be careful and it must be temporary. 
I don't want to portray or pretend that I am educated or smart enough to know and fully appreciate the big 
picture, but I am concerned that every BLM LEO may lose their job due to this and that our natural resources 
will lose one of their primary protectors. I urnderstand this issue is ammunition to BLM law enforcement's 
adversaries. When it comes to this, I believe, that unfortunately they have a point. 
Sorry about the long email. I just wanted to offer you some food for thought from the perspective I gained as 
the Bundy/Gold Butte case agent/lead investigator. Since taking this role, I have appreciated it's great 
importance, but at the same time learned that as a law enforcement program, we can literally be our worse 
enemy. 
Thanks for your time. I hope this email doesn't come across like I am trying to lecture. I feel that as a leader 
you will at a minimum appreciate my view point and knowledge I gained in this case, even if you happen to 
disagree. 
If you ever want to talk about this or anything else, I am willing and available. I I . I should also be in all next weel<._a_n_d..,..,.,th_e_n--st'""a...,rt""rn_g_a-ro-t'""a""'t1_0_n ... t-o 
Las Vegas after that. 
Thanks again and have a good evening and rest of your week. 

From a BLM SAC: February 2, 2017, at 4:14 p.m. 

bhen you are feeling better please take the opportunity to review the attached Deputy Solicitor's Opinion dated 
July 31, 2012. I've also attached a powerpoint produced by United States Attorney John Huber for your 
reference. You've raised some additional concerns and I'd be happy to discuss them when you are back from 
leave. Please coordinate a good time with ASAC XXXXXX and we'll get together and have a productive 
discussion. 
Talk to you soon, 

Note: The Deputy Solicitor's Opinion dated July 31, 2012 and the presentation by US. Attorney John 
Huber didn't address my concerns and I had previously reviewed them. It was only through my 
participation as the Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Investigation 
that I found out that there are no contracts that are required in 43 USC 1733 (c) (1) in Nevada, Utah, 
Alaska, Washinxton, Orexon, or Idaho, as well as likely nationwide. Additionally, I came to believe this 
non-adherence to the law wasn't authorized by the Department of Interior. 

From Me: Febmary 2, 2017, at 5:01 p.m. 

Thank you. I look forward to talking and visiting with you. 
I sure hope those opinions hold water. As soon as I can, I will read up on them. 
Maybe their opinions will justify what appears to the layperson (like me) to be in conflict with both the letter and 
stated intent of the law (FLPMA). The apparent differences in the law and our general LE structure/practices 
have been brought up as a concern by several senior individuals in our agency when I asked their opinion. 
I 'm not saying I'm correct, I hope I am not. I am just saying I'm concerned and just in case, the worse case 
scenario (for our officers and program) turns out to be correct, my concern is that there is a contigency plan 
moving forward. 
Please don't think the purpose of my email was to be argumentative or disrespectful. I feel that by the unusual 
formality (i .,..,..---- ASAC XXXXXX) in your email, you may be irritated. I hope that isn't the case. 
I just thought you may value my perspective as the Bundy Case Agent. I know you have encouraged us to 
speak freely and thus offer our perspective in the past. Anyway, thank you for keeping the team up to date as 
to the potential litigation out of Utah. I wanted to offer some thinking points to you from my perspective. 
Have a good evening. I look forward to talking with you soon. 
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Note: The email reply from the BLM SAC was unusually very formal. Previously, I was advised by a 
BLM ASAC that my respectful nature andfonnality with those in positions of authority over me made 
them uncomfortable and they were trying to nurture a more open environment. As a matter of fact, prior 
to this I can't remember ever being referred to as SA orl or hearing the ELMA.SAC 
ever being referred to as ASAC or Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge XXXXXX by this BLM SAC 

Also Note: Following this email exchange, the BLM SAC replied back to me by text message instead of 
email. (Please also see the Text Message dated Februaiy 2, 2017 .) Further Note: Prior to this, we were 
infonned that after two days, Verizon text messages were no longer available or subject to recall on the 
Verizon server and after that, the only record exists on the sender/receiver's mobile device. Additional 
Note: I believe this may have been an attempt to avoid a response that could be considered "on the 
record." 

On February 2, 2017, at approximately 5: 14 p.m., I received a text message from the BLM SAC as a reply 
to our previous email exchange. This text message stated in pa1t the following: "Don't over analyze the 
email. I value your opinion and look fo1ward to a discussion." 

On February 2, 2017, at approximately 5:46 p.m., I replied to this BLM SAC's text message, by follow­
up text message with the following: "Thanks for the text. I have a bad habit of over analyzing texts and 
emails. Additionally, I hoped not to appear to be disrespectful or argumentative. I am one of the world's 
worst at thinking I explained myself cleai·ly only to find out I didn't. I just wanted to be sure you didn't 
take it the wrong way. Thanks" 

On or about Februa1y 3, 2017, at approximately 10:15 a.m., I met with the BLM SAC and BLM ASAC in 
the BLM SAC's Office (located in the BLM Idaho State Office) in order to further prepai·e for the 
pending trial and elevate and document my concerns that the BLM's Law Enforcement Office is violating 
both the letter and intent of what is considered the BLM's prima1y enabling statute, the Federal Land 
Management Policy Act (FLPMA)/43 United States Code (USC) 1733 (c) (1), and issues I have learned 
as the Gold Butte Lead Investigator and Case Agent. 

During this meeting, I laid out the reasons that I believe the BLM wasn't following the letter or intent of 
the law and other severe issues that I discovered as my role as the Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the 
Gold Butte/Cliven Bundy Investigation. I attempted to explain to the ELM Supervis01y Agents that the 
justifications offered to me on why the BLM had the latitude to not follow the letter and intent of the law 
and why in my opinion those justifications wouldn't stand up in court. I also attempted to explain to the 
ELM Superviso1y Agents that DOI Deputy Solicitors Opinion (dated July 31, 2012) and United States 
Attorney John Huber's Power Point Slides didn't address the concerns that I am informing them about. 
During my explanation of my concerns, I was politely cut off several times as I tried to explain myself. 
Note: The BLM SAC told me if the DOI Deputy Solicitor's Opinion and U.S. Attorney John Huber's 
Power Point Slides didn't answer questions then he "can't help me." I told the BLM SAC that the 
opinion and in the Power Point Slides didn't address my concerns and that they aren't talki.ng about same 
issue. 

One of the Superviso1y Agents told me had had somewhere he needed to be and that he didn't "wa11t to 
get into a big thing" with me about this. One of the Supervisory Agents told me that he thought that I was 
uying to get him on the record for Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests due to the content of my 
emails words. I indicated back to the Supe1vis01y Agent that I did want to document the response, 
because I haven't been provided what I think is a sati!sfactory answer. Note: I believe that simply not 
"getting into" direct questions under oath and on the witness' stand as well as joking told that 
individuals with more experience in the agency and an expert in the field "are on vacation that day, " 
"fake a stroke and fall over," or "the law just isn't well written" aren't real answers. 
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Additionally, since I had previously spoke to the BLM ASAC on several additional occasions about these 
concerns, felt I had to now include the BLM SAC (see above). I also requested additional training and 
guidance for our employees in regard to potential dis-cove1y and the litigation hold in reference to the 
greatly damaging and widespread unprofessional/unethical actions I had noticed time after time in 
reference to the investigation. 

During this conversation, I was politely told by a BLM SAC "stay in your swim lane," "your choices are 
to continue on or to find another job," and "it appears you are rnnning some s011 of internal 
investigation." In reference to tl1ese supervismy comments, I responded to supe1vision that I have 
additional choices besides (keeping quiet) continuing on with the case or finding another job. I politely 
told the BLM SAC and BLM ASAC that I have the additional choices of initiating an Office of Inspector 
General (OIG) investigation or contacting my congressinan. I then told the BLM Supe1vis01y Agents that 
I didn't want to do that. The BLM SAC in the presence of the BLM ASAC sharply asked "is that a 
threat." I then told the BLM Supe1vis01y Agents tl1at I don't want to get anyone in trouble or "win a 
battle only to lose the war." I told them that I simply want a justification as an official talking point on 
why the BLM isn't offering any law enforcement contracts to local officers to enforce Federal Laws and 
Regulations on Federal Public Lands as it states in FLPMA "shall" be done with the intent of "maximum 
feasible reliance" on those local officers (not Federal Officers/Agents) to enforce Federal Laws and 
Regulations on Federal Public Lands. Following this, the BLM SAC asked the BLM ASAC was 
comfo1table with the law and his authority and jurisdiction. The BLM ASAC replied that he was 
"comfmtable." I then was prompted to go through specific answers to case and FLPMA related questions 
as ifI was asked these questions under oath at trial. I came to believe that the BLM Supe1vis01y Agents 
weren't happy with my answers. At some point in this meeting, the BLM SAC told me I should have 
done more research before I took a job witl1 BLM. 

When I told the BLM SAC about my previous conversation with one ofBLM! fonner 
ASAC's and about the potential gross supe1vis01y misconduct that the former BLM ASAC said thatL 
L was involved wiili and the former BLM ASAC's statement that he tried to cotTect the miscond~, 
but no one would listen, the BLM SAC simply indicated that the fonner BLM ASAC quit and that h6>l 
abandoned the BLM during a rough time in our histmy. Note: It was clear to me that the ELM SAd7M9 
in essence said that the ELM ASAC was a traitor and a quitter. Additional Note: It was clear to me that 
the meeting was over at this point. Before leaving, I asked the ELM SAC to please elevate my concerns to 
the ELM OLES Director and that I would like to talk to him about the issues. Furfuer Note: Had I not 
been the Case Agent and Lead Im;estigator for the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Case, I would likely 
have never di.scovered the BLM's lack of adherence to the FLPMA/43 USC 1733 (c) (1) and it is very 
doubtfiJl that I would have discovered and othenvise been exposed to the other misconduct related issues. 

Note: I my supervision failed to give me any guidance or alleviate any ofmy concerns about what I 
believe is a knowing and willful violation of both the letter and intent of our primary enabling law. 
Additionally, I needed to personally prepare to testify under oath about the BLM's authority and 
jurisdiction as well as dispute claims that the ELM is not following the law itself. I also anticipated the 
need to prepare other ELM law Enforcement Officers and Agents to testify as well. 

Additional Note: On many occasions, I have requested clarification and specific testimonial guidance 
and talking points from my supervision, senior level Bureau law enforcement officials, and other more 
experienced officers/agents in regards to my apparent discovery and belief that the Bureau's Law 
Enforcement Office is violating both the letter and in tent of FLPMA by not offering or negotiating any 
contracts to local law enforcement officials and thus failing to meet the letter of the law and view and 
intent of achieving "maximum feasible reliance upon local law enforcement officials in enforcing such 
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(Federal) laws and regulations.”  I perceived all of the reasons that were given to me by my supervision 
on why the BLM decided not to follow the letter and intent of the law didn’t in my opinion hold up.   
 
Those reasons were the following:   
 
Local Law Enforcement (generally speaking, sheriff’s offices, but would also include state law 
enforcement officials such as game wardens) wouldn’t even want the ability to enforce federal laws and 
regulations on federal public lands even if it was offered due to the politically charged nature of some of 
the federal laws and regulations.  [I believe the law is clear and that the Secretary of Interior, through the 
authority and responsibility delegated to the BLM Director and then to the BLM Director of the Office of 
Law Enforcement and Security is required to specifically offer contracts to local law enforcement 
officials the view and intent of achieving “maximum feasible reliance” upon local law enforcement 
officials to enforce federal laws and regulations relating to federal public lands.  Additionally, a major 
factor in any law enforcement program is individual officer and prosecutor discretion depending on the 
circumstances around the alleged violation.]   Note:  My research indicated that the BLM doesn’t offer 
any contracts to local law enforcement officials to enforce federal laws and regulations on federal 
public lands.  
 
I was also told that neither the BLM nor the individual local and state departments would send their 
officers to a long and expensive training course at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 
(FLETC) in Georgia and that in order to be empowered to enforce federal law that is what would need to 
happen.  [My experience indicated this was a false assumption.  In my experience as a State Game 
Warden, most of us were Deputized U.S. Fish and Wildlife Agents for the U.S. Department of Interior, 
we didn’t undergo any additional training at FLETC.  Additionally, as a Special Agent for the U.S. 
Department of Justice (DOJ), Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), I worked daily with federally 
deputized Task Force Officers (TFOs) that enforced federal laws without attending specialized training at 
the federal training academies at FLETC or Quantico.]    
 
When I asked supervisors and senior agents for advice regarding this issue, I was “don’t get into that on 
the stand,” “stay in my swim lane,” “the law (FLPMA) is written poorly,” “I’m not available to testify 
that day,” “I’m on vacation that day,” and “You should have did more research before you took this job.”  
    
Note:  I did significant research before taking this position.  The only way I found out about this issue was 
when I began the background research into the apparent friction that a BLM SAC experienced when he, 
without notice apparently withdrew law enforcement cooperative agreements for search and rescue and 
other functions from all the sheriff’s offices in the whole state of Utah due to some sort of personality 
dispute.  Although it sounds similar, even these former contracts weren’t for the enforcement of federal 
laws and regulations on federal public lands as FLPMA requires and therefore doesn’t speak to FLPMA 
requirements.  Additionally, in general a person would need to be an employee in an agency and for a 
specific reason, such as trial preparation, thoroughly research the particulars of an enabling statute.  
Basically, if I didn’t work at BLM and had not conducted thorough research as part of my testimony and 
trial preparation, I wouldn’t have never known that as an agency, we aren’t offering any contracts for the 
enforcement of federal laws and regulations on federal public lands as required by FLPMA.   
      
Additionally, I asked specifically to speak with the Director about this and was turned down.  I was also 
aggressively questioned by a BLM SAC and ASAC on what I would personally say on the stand if I was 
specifically asked about my concerns. Following this questioning, the BLM ASAC stated he was 
comfortable that the BLM is following FLPMA and that he didn’t want to get into another long 
discussion about it.  Note:  In the above-mentioned discussions, the issue I brought up about the BLM not 
offering local law enforcement contracts to enforce federal law on federal public lands with the view of 
achieving “maximum feasible reliance” were talked around and never addressed.  Additional Note:  It 
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wasn’t the SAC or ASAC that had previously testified in Federal Grand Jury (FGJ) and it was very 
unlikely that they would be called to testify in any portion of the trial.     
 
Furthermore, when I attended the required Introduction to Resource Protection (IRP) Training Class in 
Boise, Idaho from June 27, 2016, to July 1, 2016, the instructors completely avoided the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act/43 USC 1733 (c) (1) the “shall” offer and “maximum feasible reliance” 
language and skipped out of order to 43 USC 1733 (c) (2) to the “may authorize” language of the Act.   
 
Also, I asked for clarification and an opinion from the lead prosecutor around approximately the summer 
of 2015, and on October 14, 2016, and never received a response. 
 
In my opinion, it was a given that our officers would be on the stand at trial and asked these questions.  
However, I was unable to get any appropriate talking points or reasonable answers from my supervision 
regarding this topic.  My supervision generally refused to get into a productive discussion and attempted 
to avoid going on the record with a specific answer.  My immediate supervision also apparently didn’t 
forward my requests for clarification up the chain of command or the higher-level supervisors refused to 
go on the record about the issue.  Instead, I was simply given pre-existing presentations and opinions that 
didn’t address the issue that the BLM doesn’t offer any contracts to local law enforcement officials to 
enforce federal laws and regulations on federal public lands with the view of “maximum feasible 
reliance” on those individuals to enforce federal laws and regulations on federal public lands. 
 
Note:  This issue was troubling to me.  My research, as a matter of my trial preparation indicated that the 
Office of Law Enforcement and Security within my agency is simply failing to follow the letter and intent 
or “spirit” of our agency’s law enforcement enabling statute the FLPMA/43 USC 1733 (c) (1).  I also 
came to believe that our parent department, the U.S. Department of Interior was likely unaware of this 
non-adherence to the law by BLM Law Enforcement Management.  I also noted that many others within 
my agency shared the same concern and that higher-level BLM Law Enforcement Management didn’t or 
couldn’t provide answers when they were politely and respectfully asked.  Instead, they tried (knowingly 
or unknowingly) to confuse the question, dismiss the concern, simply choose not to answer the question or 
go “on the record,” or simply became defensive or indicate that we shouldn’t worry about it.  My 
research further indicated that this matter was likely to come up in court through testimony under oath.  
In an effort, (with due diligence) to prepare myself and other BLM Law Enforcement likely witnesses, I 
attempted to get an agency approved and DOI Solicitor vetted and accurate talking point so that if we 
were questioned under oath, we could truthfully answer any questions.  Simply put, I felt Law 
Enforcement Management within our agency owed us a better answer than besides “just don’t get into 
it,” “on vacation that day,” “not available that day,” “fake a stroke and fall over,” “stay in your swim 
lane,” “the law just isn’t well written,” or “the law is problematic.” 
 
Additionally, during this same time-period, there was a Congressional movement to significantly curtail 
or take away my agency’s role in land management/resource protection law enforcement through 
Congressional Resolutions.   
 
Additional Note:  To get an idea of how these questions weighed on the minds of our officers and the 
ever-increasing tensions, you may want to reference the following emails as an example: Email titled 
“Fwd: From Greenwire—INTERIOR: Agency ‘strongly opposes’ GOP bid to disarm federal agents,” 
dated June 21, 2016, at approximately 12:42 p.m., by a BLM SAC, Email titled “Re: FW: Chaffetz 
Introduces Land Management Bills| U.S. House of Representatives,” dated January 25, 2017, at 
approximately 1:38 p.m., by a BLM ASAC, Email titled “FW: Utah Congressman proposed legislation,” 
dated March 8, 2016, by a U.S. Forest Service Special Agent, Email titled “Fwd: House Bill HR 622: 
Termination of Law Enforcement on Fed Lands,” dated February 10, 2017, at approximately 3:02 p.m., 
by a BLM Water Rights Clerk, Email titled “article and audio link,” dated February 8, 2017, at 3:32 
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p.m., (in reference to eliminating Fed LE on Fed public lands) by a ELM SAC, Email titled "article," 
dated February 8, 2017, at 11:37 a.m., by a ELM SAC (included an article link titled "Sportsmen aim to 
derail Chaffetz bill to cut police units, "by Jennifer Yachman. 

Also Note: Please read and understand the associated and relevant code separately. However, for ease 
of discussion the following is provided: 

On October 21, 197 6, President Gerald Ford signed the Federal Land Management Policy Act (FLPMA) 
into law. Note: This legislation enabled the Secretary of the Interior to authorize Federal personnel 
(BLM Agents and Rangers) to carry out law enforcement responsibilities with respect to public lands 
and their resources. The authority of BLM to enforce Federal Law and Regulations on the public 
lands originate in the Property Clause of the U.S. Constitution. Note: 43 USC 1733 (c} (]) states in 
part, "When the Secretm)I (Secretary of the Interior) deter111ine.s that assistance (from the FBD is 
necessary in enforcing Federal laws and regulations relating to the public lands or their resources he 
shall offer a contract to appropriate local officials having lall' enforcement authority within their 
respective jurisdictions 1rith the view of achieving maximum feasible reliance upon local lall' enforcement 
officials in enforcing such lairs and regulations." "The Secretary shall negotiate on reasonable terms 
with such officials who have the authority to enter into such contracts io enforce such Federal laws and 
regulations." "In the pe1formance of their duties under such contracts such officials and their agents are 
authori=ed to carry firearms; execute and serve any ____ or other process issued by a court or officer 
of competent jurisdiction; make arrests --- or process ;or a misdemeanor he has reasonable ground 
to believe that the person to be arrested has committed or is committing such felony; search without 
I or process any person, place, or conveyance according to any Federal lall' or rule of law; and 
sei=e without~=--=-- or process any evidential)! item as provided by Federal law." 43 USC 1733 (c) (2) 
states in part "The Secretmy (Secretary of the Interior) may authori=e Federal personnel or appropriate 
local officials to carry out his law enforcement responsibilities with respect to the public lands and their 
resources. Such designated personnel shall receive the training and have the responsibilities and 
authority provided for in paragraph one of this subsection. 

Note: Separately in 43 USC 1733 (d), the Secretmy of Interior is authorized to cooperate with regulatory 
and law enforcement officials in any State or political subdivision and that cooperation may include 
reimbursement for expenditures incurred in connection with activities which assist in the administration 
and regulation of use and occupancy of the public lands. This is in reference to the co-operative deputy 
program in which local law enforcement is contracted with to enforce state and local laws on Federal 
Public Lands, search and rescue contracts, and dispatch service contracts. 

43 USC 1733 (d): "In connection with the administration and regulation of the use and occupancy of the 
public lands, the Secreta1y (oflnte1ior) is autho1ized to cooperate with the regulatory and law 
enforcement officials of any State or political subdivision thereof in the enforcement of the laws or 
ordinances of such State or subdivision. Such cooperation may include reimbursement to a State or its 
subdivision for expenditures incmTed by it in collllection with activities which assist in the administration 
and regulation of use and occupancy of the public lands." 

Additional Note: My research and training at the BLM's Introduction to Resource Protection Class 
indicated that the language "'When the Secretary determines that assistance is necessary"-see below, 
refers to assistance by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). This is in reference to a March of 1974 
event in which ELM Director Curt Berkland contacted FBI Director Clarence Kelley to request 
assistance in the enforcement of the Wild Horse and Burro Act. During this discussion, FBI Director 
Kelley informed ELM Director Berkland that the ELM needed its own enforcement personnel. Thus, 
ELM Director Berkland saw the need to establish a ELM law enforcement program and after that, the 
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Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976/43 United States Code (USC) 1733 became 
law.  (Reference the article titled "A Long Tradition of Federal Resource Protection" by Steven Martin 
located at www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/history/sidebars/law enforcement/a long tradition of.print.html 
Further Note:  My research has indicated that in regards to the Federal Land Policy Management Act of 
1976/43 United States Code (USC) 1733 (c) (1), the Secretary of Interior has delegated the authority and 
responsibility to negotiate such contracts to the Director of the BLM, who then delegated it to the 
Director of BLM OLES, and so on.  

Also Note:  The article "A Long Tradition of Federal Resource Protection" by Steven Martin previously 
located the BLM.gov website was no longer available on the BLM website as of October 3, 2017.  
Additionally, information corroborating this was seized from me on February 18, 2017 (see the 2014 
Gold Butte Trial Prep Timeline and circumstances surrounding the search of my office and seizure of 
items from me on February 18, 2017, located in this document for more information).   

The Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976/43 United States Code (USC) 1733 (c) (1) states in 
part  "When the Secretary (of Interior) determines that assistance is necessary in enforcing Federal laws 
and regulations relating to the public lands or their resources he (Secretary of Interior) shall offer a 
contract to appropriate local officials having law enforcement authority within their respective 
jurisdictions with the view of achieving maximum feasible reliance upon local law enforcement 
officials in enforcing such laws and regulations.  The Secretary (of Interior) shall negotiate on reasonable 
terms with such officials who have authority to enter into such contracts to enforce such Federal laws and 
regulations."   

I believe that due to the perceived failure of current BLM management to comply with both the letter and 
the intent of the Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976/43 United States Code (USC) 1733 (c) 
(1), the local law enforcement jurisdictions (specifically Sheriff's Departments) are being denied funding 
through the lack of contracts to enforce Federal laws and regulations and response times to calls for 
service or crimes in progress are slowed simply due to a numbers and coverage issue.  For instance, a 
typical deputy or game warden makes approximately $30,000.00 to $50,000.00 per year, when a typical 
full performance BLM Law Enforcement Ranger or Special Agent often makes more than $100,000.00 
per year.  That means you can fund 2-3 local law enforcement officers for the price of one BLM Ranger 
or Special Agent. 
 
During this timeframe, the BLM ASAC again seemed to virtually quit working.  It seemed that he was 
trying to overload me on trial prep to the point of making me fail.  I believe this was indicative of 
whistleblower retaliation.  Note:  I would be happy to elaborate on this point further.  Email coordination 
traffic should give evidence of this point.  Please note the following:  Long lunches, long workouts, 
Federal Fridays, “You can love your job, but it won’t love you back,” “Family First,” “Work from 
home,” “I’m not working any LEAP (law enforcement availability pay) today,” etc.  Additional Note:  
For corroboration please reference email traffic during this timeframe.  Please specifically reference the 
following email:  Email titled “Re: Subpoena Served,” dated February 8, 2017, at approximately 3:53 
p.m. Further Note:  Please also reference the scribbled, messy note on yellow paper the BLM ASAC gave 
me to document his case activities (believed seized).  It should be noted that the BLM ASAC was my co-
case agent and received a large award for his activities in the co-case agent position (I would like to 
address this further).  It should also be noted that the BLM ASAC specifically wanted the assignment of 
liaison and coordination with outside agencies and higher level DOI supervision.   
 
Also, during this timeframe, it seemed the BLM ASAC was more freely talking in a very unprofessional 
and non-flattering way about subordinate BLM employees and more and more seeming to talk down to 
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me.  This included speaking derogatory about a particular victim that was frightened by the encounter he 
or she had in reference to the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound. 
 
Additionally, I noticed that two BLM SACs failed to respond to emails regarding hard-drives I prepared 
for them. 
 
On February 3, 2017, at approximately 3:36 p.m., a BLM SAC, a BLM ASAC, and I received an email 
titled “Trial Team Security” that indicated the BLM OLES Deputy Director has requested a morning and 
evening text message security and safety check-in.  At some point following the receipt of this email, the 
BLM ASAC told me that he wasn’t going to check in and out with anyone and although he sees some 
value in an evening check out, he wasn’t going to let the author dictate what he will do.  One of the things 
the BLM ASAC kept mentioning was that “You won’t be able to swing a dead cat without hitting a TMU 
agent. (Timeline Talking Point) Note:  I decided that I would gladly check in with the Trial Team Security 
Supervisor for both me and the BLM ASAC (when we were together) as directed in the email.  Additional 
Note:  I know from experience that when anyone, including higher-ranking individuals fail to check in as 
directed on higher risk operations, it requires the security supervisor to attempt to contact each 
individual person that failed to check in and worse-case scenario, initiates emergency procedures to 
physically verify the safety of the individual.     
 
On February 7, 2017, at 1:38 p.m., a BLM ASAC sent me and cc’d a BLM SAC an email titled: “RE:  
HR 621 and 622.”  The talking points of this email did not address my concerns.  My concern is that my 
investigation indicated that BLM OLES isn’t offering any contracts to local law enforcement to 
enforce Federal Laws and Regulations on Federal Public Lands as required by FLPMA.  The 
“maximum feasible reliance” part is a separate issue.  My contention is that BLM Law Enforcement 
is knowingly and willingly seeking to circumvent the law in order to not contract for Federal Law 
Enforcement with local law enforcement, specifically Sheriff’s Departments.  Additionally, in this 
email the ASAC referenced a retired BLM Deputy Chief’s opinion from his book titled “Seldom Was 
Heard an Encouraging Word” (Available-which also mentions the same issues).  Note:  Please note the 
final sentence in the below email “As always, SAC XXXXX XXXX remains committed to continuing a 
successful law enforcement service contract program with sheriff’s offices throughout Region 2.”  (This is 
not the issue in question and specifically does not address the required “maximum feasible reliance” 
contracts as referenced in 43 USC 1733 (c) (1) to enforce Federal Laws and Regulations with respect to 
Federal Public Lands by local law enforcement officials as required by law.)  Additional Note:  This email 
did however attempt to specifically reference the “maximum feasible reliance” language that indicated 
that local law enforcement officials should be used to the greatest extent possible to enforce Federal 
Laws and Regulations with respect to Federal Public Lands and an attempt by the state of Utah to hold 
the Department of Interior to that intent through HB 155. 
  
My investigation has indicated the law enforcement service contracts are a “Trojan Horse.”  The contracts 
are not for the enforcement of Federal Laws and Regulations on Federal Public Lands as required by 
FLPMA/43 USC 1733 (c) (1).  Instead they are for the enforcement of state laws and regulations on 
Federal Public Lands as well as search and rescue operations. 
 
For ease of discussion, the following portions of the emails are included below: 
 
From a BLM ASAC:  February 7, 2017, at 1:38 p.m. 
 
As a supplement to the materials XXXXX provided you, please see the attached documents regarding the 
State of Utah’s challenge to DOI/BLM LE authority in 2013 through HB 155.  In summary, the legislators 
in Utah contended that DOI officers have no authority and that they should be arrested if they perform 
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law enforcement functions within Utah.  There was a specific proposal in the Utah bill denying federal LE 
authority to DOI officers prior to a time when the Secretary of Interior achieved maximum feasible 
reliance on county LE officials.  The federal government sued Utah and won, and the state passed a HB 
1004 which repealed all provisions HB 155. 
  
I also included a copy of the chapter on FLPMA law enforcement authority legislative history from 
Dennis McLane’s book “Seldom Was Heard a Discouraging (sic:  Encouraging) Word” as an additional 
reference.  Dennis is a retired Deputy Chief of BLM Law Enforcement and a historian of the early days of 
FLPMA development as it related to law enforcement.  He has done extensive research into the 
origination of our law enforcement authority. 
  
Since you stated the issue of the Secretary of Interior’s maximum feasible reliance on sheriff’s contracts 
is at the root of your concern, hopefully these reference documents help to alleviate your 
worries.  Perhaps we can keep these and other references handy as the Bundy/Gold Butte trials progress 
should some challenge to our authority arise. 
  
As always, SAC XXXXX XXXX remains committed to continuing a successful law enforcement service 
contract program with sheriff’s offices throughout Region 2. 
 
Note:  The information regarding Utah and the “maximum feasible reliance” language didn’t address my 
concern.  Again, my concern was that the BLM wasn’t offering any law enforcement contracts to local 
law enforcement officials in reference to the enforcement of Federal Laws and Regulations in reference to 
Federal Public Lands and their Resources.  The maximum feasible reliance language is important, but 
separate and should be understood to be the intent or “spirit” of the law. 
  
During this timeframe, a member of our civilian staff told me that when members of our law enforcement 
supervision get to talking and acting obnoxious, she just leaves the room. 
 
On February 8, 2017, at approximately 4:38 p.m., I sent an email titled “GBIT Attorney-Investigative 
Team Working Documents” to two BLM SACs, a BLM ASAC, and a BLM SA.  This email contained 
two attachments.  One attachment was titled “2014 Gold Butte Trial Prep Timeline” (which was basically 
a comprehensive word and timeframe searchable narrative that referenced the approximate 570 
exhibits/relevant items, explained the noted chain of events and identified potential relevant witnesses or 
points of contact).  The other attachment was titled “Witness-Victim List as of 1-20-2017” (which 
contained up to date contact information for approximately 507 relevant individuals).  Note:  These work 
products represented basically my last known and implied tasks prior to beginning the first of a series of 
multiple expected trials.  Although trial preparation is never really complete, at this point I felt that I had 
completed all my known and implied tasks as the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Case Agent and Lead 
Investigator.     
 
On February 8, 2017, at approximately 6:07 p.m., I received an email from a USPP Sergeant in reference 
to Cliven Bundy’s claim that he had aiming type lasers pointed at his chest while Bundy was at his ranch.  
In reference to a question I asked the USPP Sergeant, the USPP Sergeant informed me that the SETTs are 
issued TLR-2s for their rifles that had a visible laser capability, but that to his knowledge no SETT 
member employed the lasers.  The USPP Sergeant also informed me that to his knowledge, the SETT 
didn’t have or employ infrared aiming devices or laser pointers.  Note:  I asked this question in order to 
provide rebuttal evidence in the event Cliven Bundy makes the above claim under oath in Federal Court.  
Previous to this, I wasn’t aware of any DOI Law enforcement employee being issued or even allowed to 
utilize laser aiming devices.  My intent was to have the equipment issue documentation available in court 
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of each officer that participated in the 2014 Gold Butte Federal Court Ordered Trespass Cattle Impound 
to dispute this claim.  I believed this was especially important for the SETT due to their close-proximity 
operations near the Bundy private property.  Additional Note:  Following receiving this information, I 
informed the BLM ASAC, I believe on the next day.  The BLM ASAC told me he wasn’t worried about it.        
 
On February 9, 2017, at approximately 4:44 a.m., the Acting BLM Deputy Director sent me and a BLM 
ASAC an email titled “Contact Information-XXXXXXXX.”  This email requested that the BLM ASAC 
or I keep one of the Public Information Officers (PIO) up to date on the daily trial highlights, decisions, 
key witnesses, and etc., so the PIO can put together a daily briefing paper in order to keep the BLM 
Executives informed.  (Timeline Talking Point) Note:  Before I received this email, a BLM ASAC told me 
that the Acting Deputy Director wanted us to brief the PIO daily, but the BLM ASAC doesn’t want to and 
the PIO would be better off just keeping up to date with local news outlets.     
 
On Monday, February 13, 2017, at the United States Courthouse in Las Vegas, a BLM ASAC stated to 
me “I want you to know what a good job you are doing.”  Prior to this, the BLM ASAC told members of 
the Prosecution Team “we are just here to help the ball club.”  Additionally, on Wednesday, February 15, 
2017, in the evening, the same Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge indicated to me to not do such a 
thorough job because other individuals will come to expect it.  Note:  During this timeframe the BLM 
ASAC kept thorough notes of the trial, but seemed generally uninterested in doing any other activities to 
facilitate the successful prosecution of the case.    
 
On or about February 13, 2017, a BLM ASAC again told me that although he sees some value in a 
nightly check in with a BLM Special Agent charged with a witness security detail, he isn’t willing to text 
or send them an email in the morning or in the evening as directed because he doesn’t feel he should 
check in and out with them.  (See email titled “Trial Team Security,” dated February 3, 2017.)  The BLM 
ASAC continually stated “You won’t be able to sling a dead cat without hitting a TMU Agent.”  
(Reference emails to the BLM Special Agent charged with the witness security detail dated February 12, 
2017, February 13, 2017, February 14, 2017, February 15, 2017, February 16, 2017, and February 17, 
2017.)  Note:  As a comparison, please check and see what daily (morning and evening) status checks, the 
BLM ASAC provided to the BLM Special Agent charged with a witness security detail.  Additional Note:  
It has been my professional experience when someone sees themselves as above personal safety directives 
such as this, the only person it hurts is the one officer assigned to get accountability because they can’t 
end their day until they have 100% accountability.  Additionally, in the event that an officer’s status can’t 
be verified, an emergency situation may evolve until that officer has been accounted for.   
Additionally, the BLM ASAC went on to speak in a belittling manner about a BLM civilian employee 
(and subordinate).  The BLM ASAC indicated that the employee had a huge previous overreaction to the 
threat situation in which she insisted a secure workspace be provided for her and others at a hotel near 
downtown Las Vegas. 
 
On or about February 14, 2017, Congressman Jason Chaffetz and Congressman Blake Farenthold sent the 
U.S. Department of Interior’s Deputy Inspector General, Ms. Mary L. Kendall a letter regarding a BLM 
SAC allegedly directing the deletion of official documents.  (Timeline Talking Point) Note:  In hindsight, 
I believe a BLM SAC and a BLM ASAC believed I was providing information to members of Congress 
about the BLM and this was a contributing factor that I was removed from my duties as the Case 
Agent/Lead Investigator. 
 
On or about February 14, 2017, at approximately 7:00 a.m., in the front parking lot of the Embassy 
Suites, located at 3600 Paradise Road, Las Vegas, NV 89169, I provided a lady that identified herself as 
homeless some money.  Following this, a BLM ASAC asked me something like “did you make a new 
friend.”  Note:  I took this comment to be unprofessional, rude and condescending toward the lady.  
Additional Note:  However, this same BLM ASAC was the only one that helped me pay for a meal for 
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approximately five other individuals that identified themselves as homeless and hungry on or about May 
5, 2014, at Famous Dave’s Barbeque Restaurant.  Therefore, I gave the BLM ASAC the benefit of the 
doubt that he didn’t mean it in the condescending way it came out.       
 
On Wednesday, February 15, 2017, at the United States Courthouse in Las Vegas, the lead prosecutor 
(currently the acting United States Attorney for the District of Nevada) initiated a conversation with me 
by saying “they (the Bundy’s and their followers) are like a cult (note their Mormon faith and the multiple 
questions to me to determine if I was a Mormon – possible religious test), no better than drunks or drug 
dealers, they’re a bunch of racists.”  The lead prosecutor then specifically asked me “Don’t you agree?”  I 
replied that I didn’t think so and that in my experience drunks and drug dealers don’t often have such a 
family support network and that I can tell the defendants love their family and their families love them. 
Note:  This statement was made by the lead prosecutor to me in the court preparation group of rooms in 
the Federal Courthouse, located at 333 Las Vegas Blvd., Las Vegas, NV 89101, in room 5070 (the first 
smaller room on your right when you enter room 5070). 
 
Additional Note and Talking Point:  Reference body camera issues and deactivation. 
 
Additionally, on or about February 15, 2017, an Assistant United States Attorney (AUSA) questioned a 
BLM Supervisory District Ranger during trial.  In the AUSA’s questioning, the AUSA asked the Ranger 
if to his knowledge, were there any government snipers present during the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass 
Cattle Impound.  The BLM Supervisory District Ranger stated no.  Note:  I am making this statement off 
memory.  Please review the court transcript.  Additional Note:  The investigation indicated that there was 
at least one school trained Federal Sniper equipped with a scoped/magnified optic, bolt action precision 
rifle, another Federal Officer equipped with a scoped/magnified optic large frame (308 caliber) AR style 
rifle, and many officers that utilized magnified optics with long range graduated reticles (out to 1,000 
meters-approximately 500 meters on issued rifles depending on environmental conditions) on standard 
law enforcement issued AR type rifles (223 caliber/5.56mm) and that often officers were in “over watch” 
positions.   Additionally, the investigation also indicated the possibility that the FBI and the Las Vegas 
Metropolitan Police Department had law enforcement snipers/designated marksmen on hand for possible 
deployment or actually deployed.   Further Note:  I personally previously (over a year ago) briefed the 
prosecution team regarding this.   Continuing Note:  Per a former BLM ASAC that transferred to the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the BLM SAC has tried to push BLM Law Enforcement to be more militaristic 
and attempted to put some of his agents through sniper school.  Also Note:  My concern is the possibility 
that the prosecution utilized an “ignorant” witness to pass the narrative to the jury there were no 
government snipers present at the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound.  However, I believe it is 
likely this is a simple mistake and in reference to a Defense assertion that around the time of the Dave 
Bundy arrest on April 6, 2014, there were government snipers in over watch (which my investigation 
indicated as false).  I can talk more about this later.    
 
Also, on or about February 15, 2017, a BLM ASAC specifically directed me by telephone to not type out 
anything for a BLM Supervisory Public Affairs Specialist because too many people will come to expect 
such an update.  (See email titled “Contact Information XXXXXX,” dated February 9, 2017, from the 
BLM Acting Deputy director.)  Note:  Prior to receiving this email, the BLM ASAC told me that he didn’t 
think that he or I should have to put together any daily talking point for the Supervisory Public Affairs 
Specialist and the BLM Senior leadership would be better served to read the daily updates from the Las 
Vegas Review Journal.  (Reference emails to the Supervisory Public Affairs Specialist on February 13, 
2017, February 14, 2017, and February 15, 2017.)  Note:  As a comparison, please check and see what 
emails the BLM ASAC provided when I wasn’t at court and interview the BLM Supervisory Public Affairs 
Specialist in reference to the support provided by me and the BLM ASAC.  Further Note:  The direction to 
update the BLM Supervisory Public Affairs Specialist was made by the BLM OLES Acting Deputy 
Director (who is now the BLM OLES Deputy Director).  Previously, the BLM ASAC told me the BLM 

EOR0242

Case: 18-10287, 08/21/2019, ID: 11406118, DktEntry: 72-1, Page 244 of 252



94 

OLES Acting Deputy Director was strange and that he just wasn’t about fulfilling this directive.  Also 
Note:  By this time in the investigation, the BLM ASAC had almost completely withdrawn from casework.  
I came to believe that the BLM ASAC didn’t want the precedent set to such a high and thorough standard 
that he would be held to when I wasn’t there to do it for him due to our trial rotation plan.  Please Also 
Note:  The previous condescending remarks about the BLM Public Affairs ladies that sat around crying 
during the 2014 Gold Butte Trespass Cattle Impound should also be noted.     

Additionally, on Wednesday, February 15, 2017, at approximately 7:00 p.m., inside the lead prosecutor’s 
office at the United States Attorney’s Office in Las Vegas, located at 501 S. Las Vegas Blvd., Las Vegas, 
NV 89101, the lead prosecutor commented to me that still more investigations into a BLM SAC are likely 
going to come out.  Note:  I believe this was in reference to the November 28, 2016, instance when a BLM 
ASAC informed members of the investigative and prosecution team that a BLM SAC had unlawfully 
removed evidence and threatened physical bodily harm on employees.    

Later in the evening on Wednesday, February 15, 2017, at the United States Attorney’s Office in Las 
Vegas, located at 501 S. Las Vegas Blvd., Las Vegas, NV 89101, at approximately 8:00 p.m., in the 
elevator on the way to the lobby and while in the lobby, I had a discussion with the lead prosecutor.  The 
lead prosecutor asked me if I thought he should call a BLM SAC to testify.  I told him that I didn’t know 
and that with the BLM SAC’s testimony also brings many issues.  The prosecutor then asked me what I 
personally thought about the BLM SAC.  I told him that I thought the BLM SAC was a “dirt bag.”  I told 
him that I thought BLM SAC ’s actions were a text book example of how not to act as a leader.  Note:  I 
base this perception on the following allegations allegedly committed by BLM SAC :  Sent Photographs 
of his own Feces to Peers and Subordinates, Sent Photographs of his Sexual Conquest’s genitals to peers, 
the “Kill Book” proudly displayed in reference to people who have committed suicide as a result of a 
BLM SAC’s investigations (see Operation Cerberus Action out of Blanding, Utah and the death of Dr. 
Redd),  the “Failure Rock,”  Directing Subordinates to Erase Official Government Files in order to 
impede the efforts of rival civilian BLM employees in preparation for the “Burning Man” Special Event, 
unlawfully removing evidence, threats of physical harm to employees and family members, possible 
remarks about sending a message to the Bundy’s, remarks about the large Emergency Temporary 
Closure Area playing into his bluff, Bragging about the number of OIG and internal investigations on him 
and indicating that he is untouchable, encouraging subordinates not to cooperate with internal and OIG 
investigations, the reckless manner in which the Gold Butte Federal Court Ordered Trespass Cattle 
Impound was conducted, egotistical comments about his expertise in running large operations, a 
reputation of perceived entitlement, and the general way he works and treats his subordinates). 

Additionally, I reiterated to the lead prosecutor that the BLM SAC basically gave his intent to his troops 
by saying at a briefing “Go out there and kick Cliven Bundy in the mouth (or teeth) and take his cattle” 
and in private to a subordinate supervisor (a BLM ASAC) a BLM SAC allegedly stated, “I need you to 
get the troops fired up to go get those cows and not take any crap from anyone.”  Additionally, in a
telephone conversation with Nevada Brand Inspector Flint Wright, a male BLM supervisor and apparent
manager (believed to be a BLM SAC) allegedly told Mr. Wright “That’s not the message we want to
send” when Mr. Wright recommended a soft impound and a civil lien on Bundy’s cattle instead of a full
blown large scale, confrontational impound.  Also, in reference to the massive administrative closure area 
in Gold Butte, a BLM SAC in an email indicated that the lack of public notification that the area was 
going to be part of a limited/roving closure for safety reasons, a large closure “plays into my bluff.”   
I told the lead prosecutor those statements speak directly to the defenses’ argument that although there 
were court orders, the BLM was heavy handed due to SAC ’s arrogance.  I further told the lead prosecutor 
that I think there is still hope for the BLM SAC and that he is well spoken and a natural leader.   

On Thursday, February 16, 2017, in the afternoon at the U.S. Attorney’s Office, located at 501 S. Las 
Vegas Blvd., Las Vegas, NV 89101, in the Bundy Investigation Team Room (I think located on the ninth 
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floor), I was part of a conversation that talked about the benefits versus the risks of calling certain agents 
and officers to testify.  During this conversation, the events of April 6, 2014, in reference to the arrest of 
Dave Bundy were brought up.  I told the lead prosecutor and two assistant prosecutors that I believe based 
on my research this arrest was likely directed by a BLM SAC in response to problematic email direction 
that one of the assistant prosecutors gave to a BLM SAC that directed that no arrests be made without 
prior authorization by that assistant prosecutor and that there was an intent from the U.S. Attorney’s 
Office that no arrests were to be made and no tickets issued.  I further told the prosecution team that I 
base that belief on the emails that I read in the discovery material that indicated irritation by the BLM 
SAC at the direction not to make any arrests without prior approval from the assistant prosecutor and the 
intent of having an arrest and ticket free impound operation.  Note:  I believe this BLM SAC purposely 
chose to ignore the direction of the U.S. Attorney’s Office (USAO) and decided to order/authorize the 
arrest of Dave Bundy on April 6, 2014, to specifically force the USAO into action.  I base that belief on 
the combined reading of the associated Discovery emails of this BLM SAC, a discussion with a U.S. Park 
Police Sergeant, and available audio/video of a prior contact on April 6, 2014, with Stetsy Bundy Cox 
and others for the exact same issue, in which the U.S. Attorney apparently denied arrest authority to BLM 
officers.    

Additionally, my review of other evidence indicated that just prior to the Dave Bundy arrest, the assistant 
prosecutor denied the arrest of Stetsy Bundy Cox and Clance Cox (and officers on the scene in some ways 
appeared to indicate that it might be okay to stand on the shoulder of the road and film as long as 
impound operations weren’t actually physically impeded).  Also, I had heard that the assistant prosecutor 
was at one point furious at the arresting officer for making the arrest without permission.  Furthermore, 
after the arrest, Dave Bundy was taken to the BLM’s Incident Command Post (ICP) and then to Las 
Vegas to be booked into jail.  After some time, Dave Bundy was released with Federal Violation Notices 
(tickets) and even those tickets were later dismissed.   

At some point following this conversation, I asked the lead prosecutor a simple question pertaining to 
discovery and exculpatory material.  I asked the lead prosecutor if it is required to release mere verbal
statements made by potential witnesses such as the “Go out there and kick Cliven Bundy in the mouth (or
teeth) and take his cattle” and “I need you to get the troops fired up to go get those cows and not take any
crap from anyone” to the defense.  The prosecutor stated, “it is now “or “we do now.”  As I looked around
the room I noticed two additional prosecutors that weren’t generally around when I spoke of these issues 
with the lead prosecutor.  The lead prosecutor stated that he thought those were just rumors.  I told him 
no, they weren’t.  A key witness confirmed them.  Note:  This is an issue that I have kept my supervision 
up to date on.  The lead prosecutor acted as if a BLM ASAC didn’t inform him of these discoveries.    

Additionally, just after this meeting, I spoke with a BLM SA (who was present during the meeting) in 
regard to a BLM SAC (who is the key witness).  The BLM SA asked me if the BLM SACs issues were in 
regard to the prostitutes.  I told the BLM SA that I had no idea about that and that prostitutes have never 
came up before.  This BLM SA went on to say that he and the BLM SAC attended the Criminal 
Investigations Training Program (CITP) at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC) 
together.  This SA told me that while they were in training together, the BLM SAC (who was a SA at the 
time) bragged about getting to take over a large Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) case 
(later known as Operation Cerberus Action-out of Utah).  During this conversation, this SA basically 
indicated that the BLM SAC was promoted way too fast and that the BLM SAC used people to get what 
he wanted and then discarded them once the BLM SAC had no use for them.  This SA specifically 
referenced several previous BLM supervisors and member of management the BLM SAC allegedly used 
to gain promotions and influence.          

On February 17, 2017, there was a going away party (which included children and non-agency 
individuals) for a much liked and respected Special Agent in the BLM Idaho State Office in which a BLM 
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ASAC was a speaker. Dming this party, the BLM ASAC posted photographs of a subject of a previous 
investigation, identified the subject by name to the audience and made fun of his appearance. 
Additionally, this individual was openly called something like a "big eared, Dumbo looking, son of a 
b*tch. (Timeline Talking Point) Please note slide 15 and slide 16 of a Power Point Presentation titled 
"XXXX going away 2017," dated Februaiy 17, 2017, located within the BLM Idaho State Office's "Q" 
Drive m1der so-loc-law enforcement-presentations. 

Additionally, dming this party, the BLM ASAC spoke of a previous time dming an attempted anest 
operation in a high-risk marijuana grow when he and the BLM SA was attempting to comer a fleeing 
felon which they believed was likely anned. The ASAC told the audience that he saw the SA walking 
with his weapon at the ready toward where they believed the suspect was hiding, when the BLM ASAC 
just couldn't help himself, so he threw an object (I believe he said a large tomato that the ASAC picked 
out of the garden on site) at the SA and hit him in the side of the face to be funny. Note: These are other 
instances of extremely bad judgement by this ELM ASAC and a critical and serious officer and public 
safety violation. Please note slide 25 of a Power Point Presentation titled "XXXX going away 2017," 
dated Febrna1y 17, 2017, located within the BLM Idaho State Office's "Q" Drive under so-loc-law 
enforcement-presentations. Additional Note: This type of inappropriate, unprofessional, and unsafe 
"horseplay" is addressed in BLM'sfirearms safety rules. Rule Number 2 states that LEDs (law 
enforcement officers) will demonstrate good judgement at all times and that undisciplined, careless, or 
unsafe behavior will not be tolerated. Reference H-9260-3 Law Enforcement Fireanns. 

On Saturday, February 18, 2017, at approximately 1:30 a.m., I received an email from the lead AUSA on 
the Gold Butte Prosecution Team. The email was titled "Re: Retired AUSA XXXXXX XXX says Hi." 
T~s email s_tate~ the following: "ThanksL Say hello to XXX?CX for me the next tine (sic) you see 
him. We illlSS him m the Department. Hf1'j('tf good man. Great picture! S/F XXXXX" Note: This was 
the last contact I had with any member of the Gold Butte Prosecution Team. To me, this email contact 
with the lead prosecutor seemed normal. Additional Note: At no time in the course of my duties as the 
Case Agent/Lead Investigator for the DOUBLMfor the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada Investigation 
did anyone in my management or on the prosecution team ever question or offer any criticism on my 
professionalism, dedication, or pe1for111ance. Instead, I was often thanked and a subject of praise and 
appreciation in reference to my performance and conduct. As a matter of fact, my immediate supen1isor, 
a ELM ASAC would often publicly refer to me, or introduce me as the upcoming or new Special Agent of 
the Year and the best agent in the ELM 

On Saturday, February 18, 2017, at approxinlately 10:40 a.m., I received an email from a BLM ASAC 
titled "Can you meet later this afternoon?" The emain stated: "I need to meet witl1 you today. Can you 
meet at the office at 4:00 this afternoon?" (See email titled "Can you meet later this afternoon?" dated 
February 18, 2017, at approximately 10:40 a.m.) 

Following the receipt of this email, I called the BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge to see what was 
going on. He told me that he needed to meet witl1 me and that I needed to be at the office at 4:00 p.m., 
and that I needed to b1ing all my Bundy case related material. I again asked why (since this was a day off 
and I had just returned from Las Vegas the day before and was hoping to spend time with my family). He 
simply told me that I needed to be at the office and that I needed to b1ing all my case matelial. The BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge wouldn't elaborate any further or answer any additional questions. 

At approximately 3:45 p.m., I anived at the office and went into my workspace (a seemed office in the 
building in which I am the only occupant) and I discovered that items were missing from the secured safe 
and from under and on my desk. I confmned that at least three hard diives and several notebooks and 
folders and a box tl1at contained case related materials were missing. It is unknown what unrelated case 
materials, notes, and personal documents were taken. Note: These items were taken in an intrusive 
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search from a secured area without my consent and outside of my presence.  Additional Note:  I asked the 
BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge that if he finds any personal paperwork to include my medical 
records that he returns them.  The BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge told me that he didn’t want 
any of my personal stuff or medical records.  Further Note:  I still haven’t heard back if any of my 
personal items were in the seized materials and I don’t know where the seized materials are being stored.  
Also Note:  No chain of custody documentation or inventory such as a DI-105 or Form 9260-43 was 
provided to me to document this seizure.  Please also Note:  I believe this intrusive search and subsequent 
seizure had nothing to do with simply retrieving the casefiles for future investigative or court preparation 
use or investigating any suspected wrongdoing on my part.  Instead, I believe the purpose of this search 
and seizure was to take away my ability to specifically reference the discovered alleged wrongdoing in 
reference to a BLM SAC and the discovered issues within circumstances around Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte 
Nevada Investigation as well as to remove the emails of that particular BLM SAC that may be of interest 
to Congress or any internal type investigation.  I believe at this point my chain of command believed that 
I may be a “whistleblower” as well as providing information to Congress.  I also believe the seizure 
didn’t use any sort of chain of custody forms, documentation, or receipts of property so there is no official 
record of what exactly was seized.  In short, I believe the purpose of this search and seizure as well as my 
removal from the Cliven Bundy/Gold Butte Nevada case was an effort to prevent the public discovery and 
reporting of serious alleged misconduct issues that mostly revolve around a particular BLM SAC and 
how other management within BLM OLES didn’t correct or report the misconduct as required.    

When I went into the BLM ASAC’s work space, I was met by the BLM ASAC and the BLM SAC and I 
was directed to sit down at a table inside the larger portion of the office.  When I sat down, the BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge asked for the back-up case related hard drive that I kept in the safe at 
my residence.  I turned over this hard drive to him as ordered.  Note:  With supervisory approval, I kept a 
back-up hard drive secured in a separate area from the original hard drive due to the volume of 
important files and as a protection in case there was a fire or another situation that made the original 
hard drive unusable.  Additionally, the Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge stated the following:  The 
acting BLM Law Enforcement Deputy Director (now the permanent BLM OLES Deputy Director) 
received a telephone call from the Lead Prosecutor (now the Acting U.S. Attorney for Nevada) that 
“furiously demanded that you (me) be removed from the investigative team” and mentioned something 
about discovery and exculpatory material and issues that I apparently had with a BLM SAC and the 
BLM’s law enforcement authority (FLPMA/43 USC 1733 (c) (1)).  The Assistant Special Agent-in-
Charge then told me I was removed from the case.  I told the BLM ASAC that I/we should contact the 
lead prosecutor and get this cleared up.  The BLM ASAC declined to contact the lead prosecutor.  I 
further told the BLM ASAC that I had a normal email exchange with the lead prosecutor the night before.  
The BLM ASAC appeared to be surprised at this statement. 

The BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge, then told me my new work starting time was 8:00 a.m.  I 
asked the BLM ASAC if that was to be at my desk or for staring physical training (PT).  The BLM ASAC 
said that was for starting PT.  Note:  Prior to this, I had a flexible start time generally of 9:00 a.m.  
Additionally, although I rarely utilized the “Telework” Option, (which I was signed up and approved 
for), this direction seemed to indicate that was no longer available.  Additional Note:  A later and more 
flexible start time was desirable for family and health reasons as well as needing privacy to conduct the 
vast amount of research on this independent and confidential investigation.  Further Note:  The 
confidential and private portion of this investigation is something that I would like to talk about in more 
depth.  Specifically, I was directed to conduct an independent and confidential investigation on sensitive 
subjects.  In many cases, it was almost impossible to do that in an office environment with others present.  
Good people were interested in what I was doing, but they didn’t have a “need to know” or they were 
potential trial witnesses.  One common occurrence was to have a civilian contractor (who is very likable 
and nice) to come into my office and start a conversation to see what I was doing and make small talk.  
The issue was that I often had case related documents on my desk and that the contractor would walk 
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behind my desk where he could see my computer screen.  When I mentioned this to the BLM ASAC, the 
BLM ASAC only told me not to worry about it and that the contractor had a “man crush” on a co-worker 
and did that sort of thing all the time.  Additionally, I would find my co-workers and even the BLM SAC 
(who are potential trial witnesses) had a natural interest in the case progression, but I had a duty to keep 
case related matters as confidential as possible.  This made for some uncomfortable situations.  Also 
Note:  I can further explain this if there are any questions. 

The BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge then directed me to turn in all my case related notes that 
were contained in my personal calendar.  Note:  I kept notes in my personal daily planner because I 
routinely kept it with me when I was away from my desk.  When I received a case related call or given a 
task when I was away from my desk (which happened routinely), I simply wrote it down as a “to do” item 
or wrote myself an important note.  Additionally, I kept talking point material within easy and quick 
access if I thought I was going to be asked about a particular item on short notice.  I kept these notes with 
full knowledge and acceptance of my supervision.  Additional Note:  I don’t believe these notes weren’t 
turned over as part of a judicial discovery procedure, but only at the insistence of the Assistant Special 
Agent-in-Charge.  The BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge then questioned me as he took notes.  
Note:  In front of the BLM SAC, the BLM ASAC questioned me on statements in reference to the BLM 
SAC that I had previously briefed him on in depth.  As the BLM ASAC asked the questions, he appeared 
to act like this information was new to him.   

The BLM ASAC also wanted me to confirm that I would turn in all case related notes and materials and 
aggressively questioned me to find out if I had ever audio recorded him or the BLM Special Agent-in-
Charge during discussions.  I replied that I hadn’t.  The BLM Assistant Special Agent in Charge then 
asked about two specific occasions, one from around November 16, 2016, and one from around February 
3, 2017 (see above).  The BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge stated that I had leaned in close during 
the discussions and he believed I may have audio recorded him.  The BLM ASAC also questioned me on 
if I had ever talked to the media about anything I learned in the investigation.  (I also believe the ASAC 
specifically questioned me to see if I had spoken with any members of Congress, but I just can’t swear to 
it.) The BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge then asked me what went on in Las Vegas at the 
courthouse and the U.S. Attorney’s Office on the afternoon of Wednesday, February 15, 2017, and 
Thursday, February 16, 2017 (previously described above).  The BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge 
stated that he can tell that I am visibly disturbed when a BLM SAC is mentioned.  I then told the BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge that this is because of the suspected level of arrogance, corruption, and 
the apparent lack of concern that the BLM SAC has for his employees.  The BLM SAC then told me that 
no one he has ever met has caused such a great amount of problems and to trust him (the BLM Special 
Agent-in-Charge) that the problem is being dealt with and that the BLM SAC’s actions have likely 
contributed to the firing, death (to include a BLM Law Enforcement Officer), and quitting of several 
individuals.  Note:  It seemed to me that the whole plan of this BLM SAC was to rely on Karma to ensure 
justice is served in reference to another BLM SAC.  Additional Note:  It also seemed to me that since I 
completed the last big case related projects (the updated comprehensive Gold Butte Investigative 
Timeline and the updated Witness-Victim List), it was easy for my supervision to simply get rid of me.  I 
believe they thought I was a “kill joy,” not “one of the guys,” possibly a tattle-tell, and that in addition to 
the Whistleblower Retaliation, they believed that I may be reporting the misconduct and audio recording 
them.  I believe they were also simply were tired of me talking to them about grossly inappropriate and 
unprofessional behavior.  When I previously objected and spoke to my supervisor (a BLM ASAC) about 
this misconduct, I believe he felt “who am I” to talk to him about his and other supervisor’s 
inappropriate actions and comments.    

At this point the BLM SAC asked if there is anything they could do for me.  I told him that I wanted to 
talk to the lead prosecutor and get this cleared up.  The SAC indicated that he didn’t think that was a good 
idea.  I asked the BLM SAC if this was punitive in nature.  The BLM SAC told me that I wouldn’t lose 
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my job over it. Following this discussion between myself, the BLM Special Agent in Charge, and the 
BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge, I left the office. Note: During this discussion, the BLM 
Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge took notes. Additionally, both the BLM Special Agent-in-Charge and 
BLM Assistant Special Agent-in-Charge seemed genuinely concerned for my welfare and appreciative of 
all my efforts related to the investigation and trial preparation. 

Note: On or about Janua1y 7, 2018, I located a Memorandlllll of Activity (MOA) titled "Collection and 
review ofi Gold Butte Investigative case matetials." This docmnent was apparently 
authored ty acW<,-¥ ASAC on F ebmary 18, 2017, and was an attempt to justify the above events. This 
document is a{fljilable at https://redoubtnews.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/ 
Communication_ 786p.pdf. (7)(C) 

This MOA by the BLM ASAC (a chief subject of my complaint) stated the following: 

"On F ebmaiy 17, 2017, BLM Special Agent (SA) Lany '1 was removed from the Bundy 
investigative team at the request oflead prosecutor First 1fpji:~ant U.S. Attorney Steve..,l c---oc---

stated thatL had made recent statements that! believes that the BLM lack law enforcement 
authority. Additionally, I recently stated to Bundy case prosecutors that inl opinion the 
government withheld ex~ry evidence involving Special Agent-in-Charge q l__ 
requested that I collect and review I case materials to identify any previously undisclosed(7)(C) 
information. l__ specifically requesteci"That I revi.ew "mmor log" that implied to 
the prosecutotJ>~tained this withheld exculpat01y infomiation. I . . . . . also requested that I review any 
material related tol claim that I ordered BLM o~ to "rough up" Bm1dy family 
members or to "kiclcCfivenBundy in the teeth" that said BLM I knew about. 

On Februaiy 18, 2017, SAC! and I collectedl electronic and hand-written case 
materials. I asked about thiS(7J(lWlOr log," and! said it was a list of talking points for a conference 
call with prosecutors in 2016. He said these notes were in his daily calendar which he had at his 
residence. He agreed to provide those notes after the weekend on Februaiy 21, 2017. 

At the conclusion of this Febma1y 18, 2017, meeting. I toldl that he has insider knowledge about 
an ongoing criminal investigation and that he is now removedrromthe case. I stated to him that from this 
point fo1ward he is not to have any contact with any outside party about the Bundy case and that he 
cannot represent the ELM on the case by responding to any inquities he receives regarding the case. I 
said the only person he can discuss the Bundy case with is me, and I told him that any messages or 
inquires he receives must be inlmediately forwarded to me to hai1dle. He said he understood and that he 
would not have any contact with anyone about the case. He stated that he has not given case infonnation 
to any outside party. 

On February 21, 2017,j turned in several loose pages of hand wtitten notes he removed from his 
calendars. He said the rest of his calendars contained personal medical information. With that hand-over 
of materials,! said that he had now tmned in to me 100% of his Gold Butte investigative materials. 

Starting on Februa1y 21, 2017, I began a review of all I case mate1ials. The notes from I.........,,...,....._ 
calendat· contained a page written in preparation for a ~e call with prosecutors on October 14, 
2016. The heading on the page read "Potential Issues/Critical Vulnerabilities." The sub-headings m1der 
these "C1itical Vulnerabilities: read: 

1. ELM was heavy handed even cruel in the enforcement of the comt order. 
2. ELM laciked law enforcement authority in their case. 
3. ELM is a poor mat1ager of the resources such as grazing. 
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4. DL Q.._ ___ had a personal agenda and is irmnoral (jmy appeal). 

I found similar material thatl hand-wrote in preparation for a February 3, 2017, conversation 
I had with me andj about how! believes that the BLM is in violation of the law 
regara:ing its law enforcement authority. There 1s a specific section in those notes with the heading "'BLM 
didn't tum over required exculpat01y material/destroyed evidence." The supporting notes below that 
heading state that the government didn't tum in exculpatory infmmation, but the topics listed under that 
heading (shredded documents at dispatch, texts and emails that make officers look unprofessional, gaps in 
the dispatch audio recordings, etc.) were all made know to the prosecution and the defense. This 
"exculpatory evidence" section in his notes didn't contain any previously undisclosed information. 

I then askedl about his claim that the government didn't tum over all its exculpat01y material. 
stat~1e government actually turned in 100% of all investigative findings and material 

during the discovery process, but there were just some things that made the BLM look bad or couldn't be 
obtained because they don't exist. 

I then asked~bout the "kick Cliven Bundy in the teeth" comment. He said that BLM SAs L 
I and would have inf01mation about this statement. I then called! all~). 

Stover separate y. (b) 
(7)(C) 

I called SA Stover to discuss this statement....._.._...., claims Stover heard state about kicking 
Bundy in the teeth. Stover said that he never fiear _ say that specific statement, but he toldl--­
when asked in the past that a statement like that wo ~e typical of somethingL would say. Stover 
remembers that near the start of the cattle impound IHl 2014, told him thatcllfc}¥d to get the officers 
motivated for the impound during a briefing. I told lumciJi!.AAthey were goi~ to go to the heart of the 
issue or into the belly of the beast and gather ~ttle in th«iwide open rather than doing it in secret. 
Stover said that he remembered! - brou#it up tllis "kick Cliven in the teeth" statement with him 
dming a conversation sometime iii11iepast when! called him and asked ifj would make 
a good witness for the government's case. 

J shared an office with I for at least the last year, and I was also one of the 
participant officers at the 2014 cattle impom1d. I saidr otreiilmngs up the topics of the 
Bm1dy cattle impound. I saidl - <rtteiilmngs up tlietopics oftl1e Bm1dy cattle impound, 
Dave Bundy's affest on ~014, aiioL_ leadership failings. ! said that one time 
he relayed tol that he heardl deliver a speech meant to be motivational to all the officers at 
the first brie~e impound on~yi01ning of April 5, 2014. \ said that Stover was 
speaking to all the officers at the briefing, and Stover's personality is very measured, calm and deliberate. 
Appar·entlyL wanted more passion behind the message, so I deliberately interrupted Stover in 
front of eve'1})q'1F and delivered this message to the officers. I couldn't recall toj the 
exact langt1~L_, said, but he toldj thatL told ~rs that they weren't gomg to gather 
cattle on the fiiOO~lbut that they were going to do(ll:i~1t in front of Cliven Bundy to let him know they 
were serious a~ttt it. (F) 

said I speech was like a halftime pep talk delivered by a coach to motivate his players. 
I said ffiine told! dilling this conversation that it was like~as saying to the 
'orticersthat they were not gomg to take any inte1ference from Bundy and t ey were going to kick 
him in the mouth, but told I that exact f hrase was not usedfl)y was just 
trying to conceive of a phrase to tellL that meant didn't want the offi~rs to shy away from 
any opposition from the Blmdys arid that they were seriq~pout gathering the cmttle in the wide open 
light of day rather than hiding in the shadows to conduc(R:he impound. 
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I told me that at the time he was relaying this story toj thatl was taking a lot of 
'iiotes7 __ at the time toldl not to w1ite those exact statement~ecause that is not 
whad _ said, but he saw that lie continued to take notes. I never heardL say any statement 
that! )wanted the officers to specifically "kick Cliven in tliefeein', or "kick C~\l7V1 the mouth" or 
that!J:L ever ordered the officers to rough up the Bundys. (F) 

(lij {7) 
Upotfl:ompleting my review of hand-written notes and case materials, I detennined that there is 
no new exculpat01y infonnation contained within them. There are also several sections within the notes 
that contain opinion statements as opposed to factual information. I also detailed how he explored 
possible defense theo1ies. I asked I -- whether he turned in all investigative findings to federal 
prosecutors, he stated that he tumedovei-100% of his case infonnation to the prosecutors during the 
discove1y process." 

Note: I believe this MOA by the BLM ASAC (a chief subject of my complaint) is pwpose~y misleading. I 
would like to address this in the future. Please note an email titled "RE: Your work status," that I sent to 
him on December 19, 2017 at approximately 11:04 a.m. A portion ofmy email response to a BLM ASAC 
stated the following: 

"Also, I read your response to my repo1ts. 

I am disappointed in you. 

When did you author that repo1t? 

You know my issue with BLM was the agency's (specifically our Region and Utah/Nevada) non­
adherence to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)/43 USC 1733 (c)(l). We 
are violating both the letter and intent of the law. Additionally, the "assistance is necessa1y" portion 
refe1Ted to the FBI and was on our own website. 

hl sh01t, there is not a choice in the matte:r. 

When the Secreta1y of hlte1ior determines that assistance is necessary (besides the FBI), the Secretaty 
shall offer a contract to the appropriate local officials having law enforcement authority within their 
respective jmisdictions with the view of achieving maximum feasible reliance upon local law 
enforcement officials in enforcing such laws and regulations. 

The BLM isn't offering contacts to any local officials nationwide to enforce Federal Laws and 
Regulations with respect to Federal Public Lands and their resources. This creates a large coverage gap 
and increase response times to crimes in progress. That is because the average BLM Ranger/ Agent 
makes around $100,000.0o+ per year and the average local law enforcement officer makes about 
$30,000.00-$50,000.00 per year. This also denies funding to local law enforcement and decreases their 
voice in matters relating to Federal Public Land management. 

I believe that our agency is now is ttying to come up with a reason why they think they don't have to 
follow the letter and intent of our own enabling statute. 

You tnisrepresented my concerns in your rep01t. 

When I respectfully asked for an answer to this and other damaging issues, I was simply told that you 
didn't want to get into a big thing with me, not to get into it on the stand, to fake a stroke and fall over, 
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